Google 


This is a digital copy of a book that was preserved for generations on library shelves before it was carefully scanned by Google as part of a project 
to make the world’s books discoverable online. 


It has survived long enough for the copyright to expire and the book to enter the public domain. A public domain book is one that was never subject 
to copyright or whose legal copyright term has expired. Whether a book is in the public domain may vary country to country. Public domain books 
are our gateways to the past, representing a wealth of history, culture and knowledge that’s often difficult to discover. 


Marks, notations and other marginalia present in the original volume will appear in this file - a reminder of this book’s long journey from the 
publisher to a library and finally to you. 


Usage guidelines 


Google is proud to partner with libraries to digitize public domain materials and make them widely accessible. Public domain books belong to the 
public and we are merely their custodians. Nevertheless, this work is expensive, so in order to keep providing this resource, we have taken steps to 
prevent abuse by commercial parties, including placing technical restrictions on automated querying. 


We also ask that you: 


+ Make non-commercial use of the files We designed Google Book Search for use by individuals, and we request that you use these files for 
personal, non-commercial purposes. 


+ Refrain from automated querying Do not send automated queries of any sort to Google’s system: If you are conducting research on machine 
translation, optical character recognition or other areas where access to a large amount of text is helpful, please contact us. We encourage the 
use of public domain materials for these purposes and may be able to help. 


+ Maintain attribution The Google “watermark” you see on each file is essential for informing people about this project and helping them find 
additional materials through Google Book Search. Please do not remove it. 


+ Keep it legal Whatever your use, remember that you are responsible for ensuring that what you are doing is legal. Do not assume that just 
because we believe a book is in the public domain for users in the United States, that the work is also in the public domain for users in other 
countries. Whether a book is still in copyright varies from country to country, and we can’t offer guidance on whether any specific use of 
any specific book is allowed. Please do not assume that a book’s appearance in Google Book Search means it can be used in any manner 
anywhere in the world. Copyright infringement liability can be quite severe. 


About Google Book Search 


Google’s mission is to organize the world’s information and to make it universally accessible and useful. Google Book Search helps readers 
discover the world’s books while helping authors and publishers reach new audiences. You can search through the full text of this book on the web 


atthtto: //books.gqoogle.com/ 


darvard Depository 
Brittle Book 











SSS > 

SSE BD NeS2) 
CC Cassy 
——— —— 


CITY 


4tuan8?! 


LIBRARY 


OF THE 


Divinity School. 


RECEIVED Nov. 1884, 
FROM THE LIBRARY OF Ezra ABBOT, 


LATE PROFESSOR IN THE SCHOOL. 











Digitized by Google 





T. and T. Clark's Publications. 


Just published, in demy 8vo, price 12s., 
INTRODUCTION 


THE PAULINE EPISTLES. 


By PATON J. GLOAG, D.D., 
Minister of Galashiels. 


‘This work will commend itself to all competent judges, alike by the candour and 
earnestness of its spirit, the breadth of its learning, and the cogency of its reasoning.'— 
Baptist Magazine. 

‘We congratulate Dr. Gloag on his production of a work at once creditable to our 
Sacred Scholarship and helpful to the cause of truth. His aim is to furnish an Introduc- 
tion to the Pauline Epistles, each of which he takes up in the chronological order which 
he accepts. . . . The volume has a real and permanent value, and will take a high place 
in our Biblical literature,’—London Weekly Review. 

‘We recommend it as the best text-book on the subject to students of theology and to 
clergymen, as a most reliable guide, from the orthodox standpoint, to a knowledge of the 
present position of the historical criticism of the Pauline Epistles.’— Courant. 

‘It everywhere bears the marks of an impartial judgment and of thorough research.’'— 
New York Evangelist. 

‘A safe and complete guide to the results of modern criticism. At the same time, it 
gives a fair idea of the processes by which those results are arrived at.'—Literary 
Churchman. 


BY THE SAME AUTHOR. 
In Two Volumes, demy 8vo, price 218., 


A GRITICAL AND EXEGETICAL COMMENTARY 


ON THE 


ACTS OF THE APOSTLES. 


‘With satisfaction do I recognise Dr. Gloag’s “Critical and Exegetical Commentary 
on the Acts of the Apostles” as a valuable literary production. I find in it an extensive 
acquaintance with exegetical literature, not only in the English, but also in the French 
and German languages. Further, the impartiality and justice with which he judges 
writings which are entirely opposed to his views, without in the least degree giving up 
his own convictions and the belief of his Church, are worthy of all praise. His method 
of examination is distinguished by calmness, moderation, thoroughness, and an 
excellent judgment.’—G. Lecuier, D.D., Leipsic. 

‘The Commentary of Dr. Gloag I procured on its first appearance, and have 
examined it with special care. For my purposes I have found it unsurpassed by any 
similar work in the English language. It shows a thorough mastery of the material, 
philology, history, and literature pertaining to this range of study, and a skill in the use 
of this knowledge which (if I have any right to judge) place it in the first class of 
modern expositions. —-H. B. Hackett, D.D., Rochester, America. 








Just published, in demy 8vo, 570 pages, price 10s. 6d., 


MODERN DOUBT AND CHRISTIAN BELIEF. 


A Series of Apologetic Lectures addressed to Earnest 
Seekers after Truth. ' 


By THEODORE CHRISTLIEB, D.D., 


UNIVERSITY PREACHER AND PROFESSOR OF THEOLOGY AT BONN. 


Translated, with the Author's sanction, chiefly by the Rev. H. U. WEITBRECHT, 
Ph.D., and Edited by the Rev. T. L. asBukY, M.A., Vicar of Easton 
Royal, and Rural Dean. 


CONTENTS. 

FIRST LECTURE.—Taer Existing BReacH BETWEEN MODERN CULTURE AND 
CHRISTIANITY.—Introduction.—I. Causes of the Breach. II. Present Extent of the 
Breach. III. Can the Breach be filled up ? 

SECOND LECTURE.—Reason anp REVELATION.— Whence do we derive our Know- 
ledge of God?—I. Natural Theology, or the Knowledge of God derived from Nature and 
Reason, Il. Supernatural Theology, or the Knowledge of God derived from Revelation. 
IIT. Relation between Revealed Religion and Natural Theology. 

THIRD LECTURE.—Mopekrn Non-BikvicaL ConcEPTIONS OF Gop.—Present condi- 
tion of the controversy respecting the Idea of God.—I. Atheism. IL Materialism. 
III. Pantheism. IV. Deism and Rationalism. 

FOURTH LECTURE.—THEOLOGY or SCRIPTURE AND OF THE CHURCH.—I. Biblical 
Theism. II. Trinitarian Conception of the Divine Nature. 

FIFTH LEOTURE.—Tse Mopean NEGATION oF MiRAcCLEs.—Miracles the greatest 
stumbling-block to the spirit of our Age—The consequences of their Negation—Annihila- 
tion of Religions, and of the Moral Personality of Man—Fundamental importance of 
the question.—I. Nature and Possibility of Miracles. II. Necessity and Historical 
Manifestations of the Miraculous. III. Are Miraculous Manifestations still vouchsafed? 

SIXTH LECTURE.—Mopesn Anti-MiracuLous ACCOUNTS OF THE LIFE OF CHRIST. 
—The Christological Problem, the great Theological question of the present day— 
Variety in the Rationalistic methods of treating the Life of Christ—All combine in the 
denial of the Miraculous—Rationalism and Mythicism.—I. Old Rationalistic Accounts of 
the Life of Christ. II. Schenkel’s ‘Sketch of the Character of Christ.’ III. Strauss’ 
‘ Life of Christ.’ IV. Rénan’s ‘ Vie de Jesus.’ 

SEVENTH LECTURE.—Mopern Desiats OF THE RESURRECTION.—I. Anti-Mira- 
culous Theories. II. The Historical Testimonies. III. Oollapse of the ‘ Visionary 
Hypothesis.’ 

EIGHTH LECTURE.—Txe Mopgern Crrrica, THEORY oF PRIMITIVE CuHRISTI- 
anity.—The Tiibingen School and its Founder, F. CO. Baur.—I. The Principles of the 
Tubingen School. II. Critique and Refutation of this Theory. 


‘ We express our unfeigned admiration of the ability displayed in this work, and of 
the spirit of deep piety which pervades it; and whilst we commend it to the careful 
perusal of our readers, we heartily rejoice that in those days of reproach and blasphemy, 
so able a champion has come forward to contend earnestly for the faith which was once 
delivered to the saints.’—Christian Observer. 

‘The book is written with a distinct aim of a most important kind, viz. to give to 
intelligent laymen a fair and full idea of the present state of the never-ending con- 
troversy between doubt and Christian faith. ... The lectures are, in animation, in 
clearness, in skilful gronping of topics, in occasional and always appropriate eloquence, 
worthy of the author's reputation as one of the most eloquent preachers of the day.’— 
British and Foreign Ev tcal Review. 

‘These lectures are indeed an armoury of weapons—arms of precision, every one. We 
have the very highest admiration for them, and recommend them w y to our readers.’ 
—IThterary hurchencn: 

: i pt firm, clear, logical, and symmetrical, may all be said of it; and it is exhibited 
to the En i 


lish reader in a translation possessing peculiar advantages, making it almost 


an original work.’—Church Bells. 

‘We do not hesitate to describe this as the cleares strongest, and soundest volume of 
apologetics from a German pe we have read. The aut 
central and critical points an 
and wisdom.’— Watchman. 

‘It is one of the best works on Christian Evidences as a modern question to be found 
in any language.'—F reeman. 


or takes hold of the great 
principles, and handles them with extraordinary vigour 





a ban 





CRITICAL AND EXEGETICAL 


HANDBOOK 


TO 


THE EPISTLE TO THE ROMANS. 


BY 
HEINRICH AUGUST WILHELM MEYER, THD., 


OBERCONSISTORIALBATH, HANNOVER, 


TRANSLATED FROM THE FIFTH EDITION OF THE GERMAN BY 


REV. JOHN C. MOORE, BA, 
AND 


REV. EDWIN JOHNSON, BA 


THE TRANSLATION REVISED AND EDITED BY 
WILLIAM P. DICKSON, D.D., 


PROFESSOR OF DIVINITY IN” THE UNIVERSITY OF GLASGOW. 


VOL. IL 


EDINBURGH: 
T. & T. CLARK, 38 GEORGE STREET. 
MDCCCLXXIV. 


gi 


LONDON, . 
DUBLIN, . 


NEW YORK, 


PRINTED BY MURRAY AND GIBB, 


FOR 


& T. CLARK, EDINBURGH. 


- .« « HAMILTON, ADAMS, AND O00. 
« « « JOHN ROBERTSON AND CO. 


« « « SCRIBNER, WELFORD, AND ARMSTRONG. 


od 
iy 


[€ 73 
CRITICAL AND EXEGETICAL 
ee 


COMMENTARY 


THE NEW TESTAMENT. 


BY 
HEINRICH AUGUST WILHELM MEYER, T#D., 


OBERCONSISTORIALRATH, HANNOVER. 
From the German, With the Panction of the Author. 


THE TRANSLATION REVISED AND EDITED BY 


WILLIAM P. DICKSON, D.D., 


AND 


FREDERICK CROMBIE, D.D. 


PART IV. 


THE EPISTLE TO THE ROMANS. 
VOL. II. 


EDINBURGH: 
T. & T. CLARK, 38 GEORGE STREET. 


MDCCCLXXIV. 


PREFATORY NOTE. 


HE work of translating Dr. Meyer's Commentary on 
the Epistle to the Romans was, for reasons of prac- 
tical convenience, divided between the Rev. John 
C. Moore, B.A., Hamburg (now of Galway), and the 
Rev. Edwin Johnson, B.A., Boston, Lincolnshire. The first 
portion of the present volume—down to the close of the 
eighth chapter—has been translated by the former, and the 
remainder (nearly three-fourths of the volume) by the latter. 
I have bestowed considerable care on the revision of the 
translation, and have carried it through the press. 

With a view to expedite the progress of this undertaking, 
in which my interest deepens as it advances, but which I find 
to involve a greater expenditure of time and labour than 
I had anticipated, I have, with the consent of the Publishers, 
asked Professor Crombie of St. Andrews to join me in the 
editorship; and I am glad that a volume of the Commentary 
on the Gospel of John, edited by him, is ready to be issued 
along with this one on my part. 






W. P. D. 


Guasaow COLLEGE, August 1874. 


THE 


EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 


mene 
CHAPTER VIL 


Vv. 7-13. How easily might the Jewish Christian, in his 
reverence for the law of his fathers, take offence at ver. 5 (ra dia 
T. vouov) and 6, and draw the obnoxious inference, that the law 
must therefore be itself of immoral nature, since it is the means 
of calling forth the stn-affections, and since emancipation from 
it is the condition of the new moral life! Pawl therefore pro- 
poses to himself this possible inference in ver. 7, rejects it, and then 
on to ver. 13 shows that the law, while in tiself good, 1s that which 
leads to acquaintance with sin, and which 18 misused by the prin- 
ciple of sin to the destruction of men. 

Paul conducts the refutation, speaking throughout in the jirst 
person singular (comp. 1 Cor. vi. 12, xiii. 11). This mode of ex- 
pression, differing from the peraoynpartiopos (see on 1 Cor. iv. 6), 
is an (S{wots ; comp. Theodore of Mopsuestia on ver. 8: +o év 
éptod Gre reyes, TO KOLVOY eyes TOY avOpwmwy, and Theophy- 
lact on ver. 9: &y T@ olxeip 5é wpocwr@ tiv avOpamlyny 
vow réyet, Thus he declares concerning himself what is meant 
to apply to every man placed under the Mosaic law generally, in 
respect of his relation to that law—before the turning-point in his 
inner life brought about through his connection with that law, 
and after it. The apostle’s own personal experience, so far from 
being thereby excluded, everywhere gleams through with pecu- 
liarly vivid and deep truth, and represents concretely the universal 
experience in the matter. The subject presenting itself through 
the dy is therefore man in general, in his natural state wnder 
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the law, to which he is bound, as not yet redeemed through Christ 
and sanctified through the Spirit (for which see chap. viii.) ; 
without, however, having been unnaturally hardened by legal 
righteousness or rendered callous and intractable through de- 
spising the law, and so estranged from the moral earnestness of 
legal Judaism. Into this earlier state, in which Paul himself 
had been before his conversion, he transports himself back, and 
realizes it to himself with all the vividness and truth of an 
experience that had made indelible impression upon him; and 
thus he becomes the type of the moral relation, in which the 
as yet unregenerate Israelite stands to the divine law. “He 
betakes himself once more down to those gloomy depths, and 
makes all his readers also traverse them with him, only in order 
at last to conclude with warmer gratitude that he is now indeed 
redeemed from them, and thereby to show what that better and 
eternal law of God is which endures even for the redeemed,” 
Ewald. Augustine (prop. 45 in ep. ad Rom.; ad Simplic. i. 91; 
Conf. vii. 21), in his earlier days, acknowledged, in harmony 
' with the Greek Fathers since Irenaeus, that the language here 
is that of the wnregenerate man ; though later, in opposition to 
Pelagianism (especially on account of vv. 17, 18, 22; see Re- 
tract. 1. 23, 26, 11. 3; c. duas ep. Pel. i. 10; c. Faust. xv. 8), he 
gave currency to the view that the “ 7” is that of the regenerate. 
In this he was followed by Jerome, who likewise held a different 
opinion previously; and later by Luther, Melancthon, Calvin, 
Beza (not by Bucer and Musculus), Chemnitz, Gerhard, Quen- 
stedt and many others, more, however, among Protestant than 
among Catholic commentators (Erasmus says of him: “ dure 
multa torquens;” and see especially Toletus). On the other 
hand, the Socinians and Arminians, as also the school of Spener, 
returned to the view of the Greek Fathers, which gradually be- 
came, and has down to the present day continued, the dominant 
one. See the historical elucidations in Tholuck and Reiche; 
also Knapp, Scr. var. arg. p. 400 ff. The theory that Paul is 
speaking simply of himself and exhibiting his own experiences 
(comp. Hofmann), must be set aside for the simple reason, that 
in that case the entire disquisition, as a mere individual psycho- 
logical history (7-13) and delineation (ver. 14 ff.), could have 
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no general probative force whatever, which nevertheless, from 
the cennection with what goes before and follows (viii. 1), it is 
intended to have. Others, like Grotius, who correctly referred it 
to the state anterior to regeneration, and among them recently 
Reiche in particular, represent Paul as speaking in the person 
of the Jewish people asa people." But, so far as concerns vv. 7-13, 
it is utterly uwntrwe that the Jewish nation previous to the law 
led a life of innocence unacquainted with sin and evil desire ; 
and as concerns ver. 14 ff., the explanation of the double cha- 
racter of the “I,” if we are to carry out the idea of referring 
it to the nation, entangles us in difficulties which can only force 
us to strange caprices of exegesis, such as are most glaringly 
apparent in Reiche. Fritzsche also has not consistently avoided 
the reference of the “I” to the people as such, and the impossi- 
bilities that necessarily accompany it, and, in opposition to the 
Augustinian interpretation, has excluded, on quite insufficient 
grounds, the apostle himself and his own experience. Paul, 
who had himself been a Jew under the law, could not describe 
at all otherwise than from personal recollection that unhappy 
state, which indeed, with the lively and strong susceptibility of 
his entire nature and temperament, he must have experienced 
very deeply, in order to be able to depict it ashehasdone. Tes- 
timonies regarding himself, such as Phil. ii. 6, cannot be urged 
in opposition to this, since they do not unveil the inward 
struggle of impulses, etc. Similarly with Paul, Luther also 
sighed most deeply just when under the distress of his legal 
condition, before the light of the gospel dawned upon him, and 
he afterwards lamented that distress most vividly and truly. 
Philippi has rightly apprehended the “I” coming in at ver. 7 as 
that of the unregenerate man; but on the other hand, following 
the older expositors, has discovered from ver. 14 onwards the 
delineation of the regenerate state of the same “I,”*—a view 


1 Jerome on Dan. had already remarked : ‘* Peccata populi, quia unuse populo 
est, enumerat persona sua, quod et apostolum in ep. ad Rom. fecisse legimus.” 

7 Comp. Calovius on ver. 14: ‘‘ Postquam legem divinam vindicavit vel 
pravae concupiscentiae omnem culpam transscribendam docuit, ejus vim sese 
etiamnum experiri ingemiscit apostolus, etiamsi renatus jam sit et justificatus.” 
See also Calvin on ver. 14: ‘‘Exemplum proponit hominis regenerati, in quo sic 
carnis reliquiae cum lege Domini dissident, ut spiritus ei libenter obtemperet.” 
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inconsistent in itself, opposed to the context (since Paul does 
not pass on to the regenerate till viii. 1), and, when applied to 
the details, impossible (see the subsequent exposition). Ham- 
mond very truly observes: “ Nihil potest esse magis contrarium 
affectiont animi hominis regenerati, quam quae hic in prima 
persona £go exprimuntur.” Still Umbreit, in the Stud. wu. Krit. 
1851, p. 633 ff, has substantially reverted, as regards the entire 
chapter, to the Augustinian view, for which he especially re- 
gards ver. 25 (avros éyw) as decisive ; and no less have Delitzsch 
(see especially his Psychol. p. 387 ff.); Weber, v. Zorne Gottes, 
p. 86; Thomasius, Chr. Pers. u. Werk, I. p. 275 f.; Jatho; 
Krummacher in the Stud. u. Krit. 1862, p. 119 ff.; and also 
Luthardt, v. freien Willen, p. 404 f., adopted this view with 
reference to ver. 14 ff. Hofmann, who in his Schriftbew. L 
p-. 556 to all appearance, though he is somewhat obscure and 
at variance with himself (see Philippi, p. 285 f, and Glau- 
benslehre, III. p. 243), had returned to the pre-Augustinian 
interpretation, in his V. 7., hampers a more clear and candid 
understanding of the passage by the fact that, while he decidedly 
rejects the theory that the “I” of ver. 7 is that of the unregene- 
rate man, he at the same time justly says that what is related of 
that “I” (which is that of the apostle) belongs to the time which 
lay away beyond his state as a Christian; and further, by the 
fact, that he represents vv. 14—24 as spoken from the same pre- 
sent time as ver. 25, but at the same time leaves the enigma 
unsolved how the wretched condition described may comport 
with that present ; and in general, as to the point in question 
about which expositors differ, he does not give any round and 
definite answer. For if Paul is to be supposed, according to 
Hofmann, in ver. 14 ff., not to treat of the natural man, and 
nevertheless to depict himself in the quality of his moral state 
apart from his life in Christ, we cannot get rid of the contradic- 
tion that the “I” is the regenerate man apart from his regene- 
ration, and of the obscuring and mufiling up of the meaning 
thereby occasioned. The view which takes it of the wnregenerate 
is followed by Julius Miiller, Neander, Nitzsch, Hahn, Baur, 
Tholuck, Krehl, Reithmayr, van Hengel, Ewald, Th. Schott, 
Ernesti, Lipsius, Mangold, Messner (Lehre der Ap. p. 220), and 
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many others, including Schmid, dib/. Theol. II. p. 262; Gess, 
v. d. Pers. Chr. p. 338; Lechler, apost. u. nachapost. Zeitalt. 
p. 97; Kahnis, Dogm. I. p. 595; the anonymous writer in the 
Erlangen Zeitschr. 1863, p. 377 ff.; Weiss, bibl. Theol. § 95; 
Marcker, p. 23; Grau, Entwickelungsgesch. II. p. 126. The just 
remark, that the apostle depicts the future present of the state 
(Th. Schott) does not affect this view, since the future state 
realized as present was just that of the unregenerate Israelite at 
the preliminary stage of moral development conditioned by the 
law. Compare Ritschl, altkath. Kirche, p. 70 f.; Achelis,' Jc. 
p. 678 ff.; Holsten, z. Ev. d. Paul u. Petr. p. 406. 


Ver. 7. ‘O vopos duapria ;] Is the law sin? a something, 
whose ethical nature is immoral? Comp. Tittmann, Synon. 
p. 46; Winzer, Progr. 1832, p. 5; also Fritzsche, Riickert, 
de Wette, Tholuck, and Philippi. For the contrast see ver. 
12, from which it at once appears that the formerly current 
interpretation, still held by Reiche and Flatt, “ originator of 
sin” (Ssaxovos dpaprias, Gal. ii. 17), is, from the connection, 
erroneous ; as indeed it would have to be arbitrarily imported 
into the word, for the appeal to Mic. i 5 overlooks the 
poetical mode of expression in that passage. The substantive 
predicate (comp. viii. 10; 2 Cor. v. 21, al.) is more significant 
than an adjectival expression (duaprwdds), and in keeping 
with the meaning of the remonstrant, whom Paul personates. 
The question is not to be supposed preposterous, setting forth a 
proposition without real meaning (Hofmann), since it is by no 
means absurd in itself and, as an objection, has sufficient ap- 
parent ground in what precedes.— After adAad we are no more 
to understand épotuev again (Hofmann) than before o voy. 
apapt., for which there is no ground (it is otherwise at ix. 30). 
On the contrary, this dAAd, but, brings in the real relation 
to sin, as it occurs in contrast to that inference which has just 


1 Who transfers the personal experience of the apostle, so far as it is expressed 
in ver. 14 ff., to the last stage of his Pharisaism, consequently to a period shortly 
before his conversion. But we have not sufficient data in the text and in the 
history for marking off, and that so accurately, a definite period in Paul’s life. 
We may add that Achelis has aptly and clearly set aside the interpretation of 
the regenerate in the case of the several features of the picture sketched by Paul. 
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been rejected with horror: duaptia pév ove ort, hyo, yvwpic- 
Tinos Sé apuaprias, Theophylact. — riy du. ob &yvov, ef py 
5. vopov] Sin I have not become acquainted with, except through 
the law. The duapria is sin as an active principle in man 
(see vv. 8, 9,11, 13, 14), with which I have become experi- 
mentally acquainted only through the law (comp. the subse- 
quent ovx« 7dev), so that without the intervention of the law 
it would have remained for me an unknown power ; because, 
in that case (see the following, and ver. 8), it would not have 
become active in me through the excitement of desires after 
what is forbidden in contrast to the law. The ry dy. ove éyv,, 
therefore, is not here to be confounded with the ériyvwors ap. 
in iii. 20, which in fact is only attained through comparison 
of the moral condition with the requirements of the law (in 
opposition to Krehl); nor yet is it to be understood of the 
theoretic knowledge of the essence of sin, namely, that the latter 
as opposition to the will of God (Tholuck, Philippi; comp. van 
Hengel and the older expositors), against which view ver. 8 
(ywpls vowov duapr. vexpd) and ver. 9 are decisive. The view 
of Fritzsche is, however, likewise erroneous (see the follow- 
ing, especially ver. 8): I should not have sinned, “ cognosctt 
autem peccatum, qui peccat.” —ovx éyvov is to be rendered 
simply, with the Vulgate: non cognovi. The sense: I should 
not have known, would anticipate the following clause, which 
assigns the reason.—The vopos is nothing else than the Mosaic 
law, not the moral law generally in all forms of its revelation 
(Olshausen) ; for Paul is in fact declaring his own experimental 
consciousness, and by means of this, as it developed itself 
under Judaism, presenting to view the moral position (in its 
general human aspect) of those who are subject to the law of 
Moses. — tTyv te yap ér0. x.7.r.| for the desire (after the 
forbidden) would in fact be unknown to me} ¢ the law did not 
say, Thou shalt not covet. The reason is here assigned for the 
foregoing: “with the dawning consciousness of desire conflicting 
with the precept of the law, I became aware also of the prin- 
ciple of sin within me, since the latter (see vv. 8, 9) made me 


1 six §8s, I should not know, more definite and confident than obs av sda: 
See Kiihner, II. 1, p. 175 f. Comp. also Stallb. ad Plat, Symp. p. 190 C. 
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experimentally aware of its presence and life by the excite- 
ment of desire in presence of the law.” What the law forbids 
us to covet (Ex. xx. 17; Deut. v. 21), was no concern of the 
apostle here, looking to the universality of his representation ; 
he could only employ the prohibitién of sinful desire generally 
and in itself, without particular reference to its object.—On re 
...yap, for... indeed, comp. i. 26 ; it is not to be taken climac- 
tically (van Hengel), as if Paul had written nat yap ryv ér8. 
or ovde yap rHv érif. 45. To the re, however, corresponds 
the following 5é in ver. 8, which causes the chief stress of the 
sentence assigning the reason to fall upon ver. 8 (Stallb. ad 
Plat. Polit. p. 270D); therefore ver. 8 is still included as 
dependent on yap. Respecting the imperative future of the 
old language of legislation, see on Matt. i. 21. 

Ver. 8. 4é] placing over against the negative declaration of 
ver. 7 the description of the positive process, by which the 
consciousness of desire of ver. 7 emerged: but indeed sin took 
occasion, etc. In this addopuny placed first emphatically, not 
in 1) duapria (Th. Schott), lies the point of the relation. — 
9 Gpaptia] as in ver. 7, not conceived as xaxodaluewv 
(Fritzsche) ; nor yet the sinful activity, as Reiche thinks; for 
that is the result of the ém@upla (Jas. i. 5), and the sin that 
first takes occasion from the law cannot be an action.—For 
examples ot ddopunv AapB., to take occasion, see Wetstein and 
Kypke. The principle of sin took occasion, not, as Reiche 
thinks, received occasion; for it is concéived as something 
revived (ver. 9), which works. — dca ris évrodjs] through the 
command, namely, the ov ér:Ouy. of ver. 7. This interpreta- 
tion is plainly necessary from the following xareipyacaro 
x.7.r.  Reiche, following De Dieu and several others, erro- 
neously (comp. Eph. i. 15) takes évroAy as equivalent to 
vonos. We must connect Sia rt. evr. with xareupy. (Riickert, 
Winzer, Benecke, de Wette, Fritzsche, Tholuck, Umbreit, 
van Hengel, and Hofmann), not with ddopp. Aaf. (Luther 
and many others, including Reiche, Kollner, Olshausen, Phi- 
lippi, Maier, and Ewald), because adopy. AauSavew is never 
construed with dca (frequently with é«, as in Polyb. iii. 32. 7, 
lil. 7. 5), and because ver. 11 (80 avrijs améxr.) and ver. 13 
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confirm the connection with xareipy. — xateupy. év uot 
macay em0.| i brought about in me all manner of desire. 
Respecting xarepyaf., see on 1. 27. Even without the law 
there is desire in man, but not yet in the ethical definite 
character of desire after the forbidden, as érvOupia is conceived 
of according to ver. 7; for as yet there is no prohibition, and 
consequently no moral antithesis existing to the desire in 
itself (“ ignoti nulla cupido,” Ovid, A. A. 397), through which 
antithesis the inner conflict is first introduced. very desire 
is, in accordance with the quite general ov« émriBupnoes, to 
be left without limitation. No desire (as respects category) 
was excluded. A reference to the desires, which the state of 
civilisation joined with a positive legislation calls forth (de 
Wette), is foreign to the connection. Comp. Prov. ix. 17. 
— yopis yap viuov duaptia vexpd] sc. dort, not hw (Beza, 
Reiche, Krummacher), just because the omission of the verb 
betokens a general proposition: for without the law, a... if it do 
not enter into relation with the law,’ sin, the sinful principle 
in man, is dead, 2. not active, because that is wanting, by 
which it may take occasion to be alive. The potentiality of 
the nitimur in vetitum is indeed there, but, lacking the veto of 
the vouos (rod To rpaxréov irodecxvivtos Kal TO ob mpaxTtéov 
atrayopevovros, Theodoret), can exhibit no actual vital activity ; 
it does not stir, because the antithesis is wanting. Hence 
the law becomes the dvvayis tis dpaptias, 1 Cor. xv. 56, 
though it is not itself rod wapavopeiy trapatrios (Chrysippus 
in Plut. de Stoic. Rep. 33). Erroneous is the view held by 
Chrysostom, Calvin, Estius, Olshausen, and others, that vexpd 
implies the absence of knowledge of sin (ovy obtm yrwptpos). 
The voyos is here, as throughout in this connection, the 
Mosaic law, which contains the évrod7 (vv. 7,9, 12). That 
this may be and is misused by the principle of sin, in the way 
indicated, arises from the fact, that it comes forward merely 


1 According to Krummacher, indeed, the simple ywpis »ouev is held to mean : 
without knowing and laying to heart the significance of the law, which ex- 
tends to the most secret motions, and condemns them. The dawning of this 
significance on the consciousness is then held to be irdodens rns beroas. In this 
way people read between the lincs whatever they conceive to be necessary. 
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with the outward command (thow shalt, thou shalt not), without 
giving the power of fulfilment ; comp. Lipsius, Rechtfertigungsl. 
p- 63 ff. And the analogous application, which the general 
proposition admits of to the moral law of nature also, is in- 
deed self-evident, but lies here aloof from the apostle’s sphere 
of thought. 

Ver. 9. But I was once alive without the law. éyw &é, the 
antithesis of duapria; éwy,' antithesis of vexpd; vouov, just 
as in ver. 8.— élwyv] The sense is, on account of the fore- 
going (vexpd) and the following (d7réOavoy, ver. 10) contrast, 
necessarily (in opposition to Reiche and van Hengel) to be 
taken as pregnant ; but not with the arbitrary alteration, videbar 
mihi vivere (Augustine, Erasmus, Pareus, Estius), or securus 
eram (Luther, Melancthon, Beza, Calvin, Piscator, Calovius, 
Bengel, and others, including Krummacher), thus representing 
Paul as glancing at his Pharisaie state, in which the law had 
not yet alarmed him,—a view which is at variance with the 
words themselves and with the antitheses, and which is cer- 
tainly quite inadmissible historically in the case of a character 
like Paul (Gal. i. 14, ii 23; Phil iii 6), who could testify 
so truly and vividly of the power of sin and of the curse of the 
law. No, Paul means the death-free (ver. 10) life of childlike 
innocence (comp. Winzer, p. 11; de Wette and Ewald in 
loc. ; Umbreit in the Stud. u. Krit. 1851, p. 637 £; Ernesti, 
Urspr. d. Siinde, I. p. 101; Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 287; also 
Delitzsch), where—as this state of life, resembling the condition 
of our first parents in Paradise, was the bright spot of his own 
earliest recollection ?—the law has not yet come to conscious 
knowledge, the moral self-determination in respect to it has 
not yet taken place, and therefore the sin-principle is still 
lying in the slumber of death. Rightly explained already by 


1 On the forms i%w» and i2x», which are both classical, see Ellendt, Lex. Soph. 
I. p. 738 ; Kiihner, I. p. 829. 

2 Comp. Mimnerm. ii. 3: wsiusor inl xpsver dvbsoiy Sins Tepripmsle apes Osa, 
sidiess ors xaxéy Oise’ &yabér, This recollection every one may have in looking 
back on the history of his own moral life ; and even the realization of the moment, 
at which the life of childlike innocence took its end, is by no means inconceivable 
(a8 Hofmann objects). A dogmatic judgment cannot @ priori be pronounced 
respecting such psychological experiences in the inner life. Hofmann himself 
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Origen: mas yap avOpwios én ywpis vouov more, &re tmatdiov 
nv, and by Augustine, c. duas ep. Pelag.i. 9. This is certainly 
a status secwritatis, but one morally indifferent, not immoral, 
and not extending beyond the childhood unconscious of the 
éyrodn. Hence, in the apostle’s case, it is neither to be ex- 
tended till the time of his conversion (Luther, Melancthon, 
etc.), nor even only till the time of his having perceived that 
the law demands not merely the outward act, but also the inward 
inclination (Philippi and Tholuck)—which is neither in har- 
mony with the unlimited yopis vouov (Paul must at least have 
written yepls rijs évrodsjs), nor psychologically correct, since sin 
is not dead up to this stage of the moral development. From 
this very circumstance, it is clear also that the explanation of 
those is erroneous, who, making Paul speak in the name of his 
nation, are compelled to think of the purer and more blameless 
life of the patriarchs and Israelites before the giving of the 
law (so Grotius, Turretin, Locke, Wetstein, following several 
Fathers, and recently Reiche; comp. Fritzsche.) —The preg- 
nant import of the éfwv lies in the fact that, while the sin- 
principle is dead, man has not yet incurred eernal death 
(physical death has been incurred by every one through Adam's 
sin, v. 12); this being alive is therefore an analogue—though 
still unconscious and weak, yet pleasingly presenting itself in 
the subsequent retrospect—of the true and eternal f£wn (comp. 
Matt. xvii. 3) which Christ (comp. ver. 24 f.) has procured 
through His atoning work. The theory of a pre-mundane life 
of the pre-existent soul (Hilgenfeld in his Zeiéschr. 1871, 
p. 190 £) is a Platonism forced on the apostle (comp. Wisd. 
viii. 20, and Grimm én loc.) in opposition to the entire N. T. — 
€\Govons Se ris évtor.| but when the command, namely, the ove 
érrvOupnoes of the Mosaic law, had come, 2c. had become present 
to my consciousness. To the person living still in childlike inno- 
declares that a living and dying of the personal Ego is meant: ‘‘ 8o long as this 
Ego was not confronted by the command, tt continued in the fe given to it by 
God its Creator, which really deserved, as such, to be called a life.” But how 
the looking back, which our passage expresses, to this former life differs essen- 
tially and materially from the recollection of that of childlike innocence, is not 
clear tome. That i%w» is, at any rate, the lost paradise of the individual inner 
history. 
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cence the évroA7 was absent ; for him it was not yet tssued ; it 
had not yet presented itself. Comp. on Gal. i. 23. Reiche, 
consistently with his view of the entire section, explains it, as 
does also Fritzsche, of the historical Mosaic legislation. — 
avétnoev] is by most modern commentators rendered came to life. 
So Tholuck, Riickert, Fritzsche, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, 
Maier, and Hofmann. But quite contrary to the usus loguendi 
(Luke xv. 24, 32; Rom. xiv. 9; Rev. xx 5), in accordance 
with which it means: came again to life. See also Nonnus, Joh. 
v. 25: adris avatnowow, where (in opposition to the view of 
Fritzsche) ares is added according to a well-known pleonasm ; 
comp. évravalwoet, reviviscet, Dial. Herm. de astrol. i. 10, 42; 
respecting the case of avafXérw, usually cited as analogous, 
see on John ix. 11.1 So, too, dvafwow in Aquila and Sym- 
machus means reviviscere facio. See Schleusner, Thes. I. p. 219. 
And also the frequent classical dvafid and avaRiwoxopat 
always mean to come to life again; Plat. Rep. p. 614 B; 
Polit. p. 272 ; Lucian, Q. hist. 40: aveBlouv drrobaveyv, Gall. 18. 
Comp. avaBimors, 2 Macc. vii. 9. It is therefore linguistically 
correct to explain it, with the ancients, Bengel, and Philippi: 
sin lived agatn (reviait, Vulgate); but this is not to be inter- 
preted, with Bengel, following Augustine and others: “sicut 
vixerat, cum per Adamum intrasset in mundum ” (comp. Phi- 
lippi), because that is foreign to the context, inasmuch as Paul 
sets forth his experience as the expression of the experience of 
every individual in his relation to the law, not speaking of 
humanity as a whole. The avéfycev, which is not to be mis- 
interpreted as pointing to a pre-mundane sin (Hilgenfeld), finds 
. its true explanation, analogously to the avafAérm in John 
ix. 11, in the view that the dyapréa, that potentiality of sin in 
man, is originally and in its nature a living power, but is, before 
the évrod7) comes, without expression for its life, vexpa; there- 
upon it reswmes its proper living nature, and thus becomes alive 
again. Comp. van Hengel : “e sopore vigorem recuperavit.” 


1 Generally, the citation of other verbs compounded with &»é, in which the 
latter means not again, but up, alofé (and that is, in fact, the case with very 
many), has no probative force. Passages should be quoted in which dvaZip 
means merely to come to life, especially as the analogy of the classical dsaf.009 is 
against it. This remark applies also against Hofmann’s citaticns, 
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Ver. 10. *AméGavov] correlative of avé{ncev, antithesis of 
éfwy. It is neither to be understood, however, of physical nor 
of smritual death (Semler, Bohme, Riickert; comp. Hofmann 
and others), but, as the contrast e/s Sony requires, of eternal 
death. This was given with the actual sin brought about 
through the sin-principle that had become alive; the sinner 
had incurred it. Paul, full of the painful recollection, expresses 
this by the abrupt, deeply tragic azméOavoyv.—1 eis Cony] 
sc. ovca, aiming at life. For the promise of [fe (in the Mes- 
sianic theocratic sense, Lev. xviii. 5; Deut. v. 33; Gal. iii 12), 
which was attached to the obedience of the Mosaic law gene- 
rally, applied also to the évroAH. — evpéOn] was found, proved 
and showed itself in the actual experimental result; comp. 
Gal. ii. 17; 1 Pet.i.'7. Chrysostom has well said: ov« elze: 
ryéyove Oavatos, ovdé Erexe Oavatov, GAN eb péOn, Td Kasvov Kat 
mapadokov Ths atotrias oTws Epunvedwv, Kal ro Trav eis TOV 
exeivov (of men) sepitpérwy xeparyjv. — airy] hacc. To be 
written thus, and not avr7, ipsa (Bengel and Hofmann), after 
the analogy of ver. 15 f£,19f. It has ¢ragic emphasis. Comp. 
on Phil. i. 22. 

Ver. 11. Illustration of this surprising result, in which 7 
duaptia, as the guilty element, is placed foremost, and its 
guilt is also made manifest by the d:a rijs évroa. placed before 
éEnrar. Sin has by means of the commandment (which had 
for its direct aim my life) deceived me, inasmuch as it used it 
for the provocation of desire. An allusion to the serpent in 
Paradise is probable, both from the nature of the case, and 
also from the expression (LXX. Gen. iii. 13). Comp. 2 Cor. 
xi. 2. But such an allusion would be inappropriate, if it were 
“the struggle of the more earnest Pharisaism” (Philippi), and 
not the loss of childlike innocence, that is here described. As 
to the conception of the é&nmdrnce (sin held out to me some- 
thing pernicious as being desirable), comp. Eph. iv. 22, Heb. 
iii, 13. — daréerewer] like aré6avor in ver. 10. 

Ver. 12. “Nore] The result of vv. 7-11.—o pev vopos] 
The contrast for which wéyv prepares the way was intended to 
be: “ but sin has to me redounded unto death through the law, 
which in itself is good.” This follows in ver. 13 as regards 
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substance, but not as regards form. See on ver. 13. — The 
predicates—dytos (holy, as God’s revelation of Himself, ver. 
14; 2 Mace. vi. 23, 28), which is assigned to the Mosaic law 
generally, and dria, Sicaia (just, in respect to its requirements, 
which are only such as accord with the holiness), and dya0n 
(excellent, on account of its salutary object), which are justly 
(comp. Acts vii. 38) attributed to the évrokyn — exhaust the 
contents of the opposite of duapria in ver. 7. They are accu~ 
mulated on % évrods, because the latter had just been specially 
described in ver. 7 ff. as that which occasioned the activity of 
the sin-principle. 

Ver. 13. Paul has hardly begun, in ver. 12, his exposition of 
the result of vv. 7-11, when his train of thought is again crossed 
by an inference that might possibly be drawn from what had 
just been said, and used against him (comp. ver. 7). He puts this 
inference as a question, and now gives in the form of a refuta- 
tion of it what he had intended to give, according to the plan ~ 
begun in ver. 12, not in polemical form, but in a sentence 
with Sé that should correspond to the sentence with pév. — 
GAB  dpaptia] sc. enol éyévero Odvatos. Altogether involved 
is the construction adopted by Luther, Heumann, Carpzov, Ch. 
Schmidt, Bohme, and Flatt: aAvd 9 dpapria Sia tod dyabot 
pot xatepyafouern (jv) Oavarov, va havy dpuapria.— iva hava 
«.T.d.| in order that ut might appear as sin thereby, that it wrought 
death for me by means of the good. iva introduces the aim, 
which was ordained by God for the 1) du. éuol éyévero Odvaros. 
This purposed manifestation (favy has the emphasis) of the 
principle of sin in its sinful character served as a necessary pre- 
paration for redemption,—a view, which represents the psycho- 
logical history of salvation as a development of the divine 
potpa, — duaptia is certainly shown to be the predicate by 
its want of the article and the parallel duaprwAds in the second 
clause. The predicate attributed to the Jaw in ver. 7 is appro- 
priated to that power to which it belongs, namely, sin. Ewald: 
that it might be manifest, how sin, etc. But auapria, because 
it would thus be the sin-principle, must have had the article, 
and the “ how” is gratuitously imported. — ta yévnrat x.7.r.] 
Climactic parallel (comp. on 2 Cor. ix. 3; Gal. iii, 14) to da 
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gavy «.7.r., in which yévyrat is to be taken of the actual re- 
sult; see on iii 4. The repetition of the subject of yévnras (3 
dpaprla), and of the means employed by it (da ris evrodjs), 
may indeed be superfluous, because both are self-evident from 
what goes before; but it conveys, especially when placed at 
the close, all the weightier emphasis of a solemnly painful, 
tragic effect. The less, therefore, is 4 duapria dia 7. évron. to 
be separated from yévnraz, and regarded as the resumption and 
completion of 1) auaprla (sc. duo éy. Odvaros) ; in which view 
there is assigned to the two clauses of purpose a co-ordinate 
intervening position (Hofmann), that renders the discourse— 
running on so simply and emphatically—quite unnecessarily 
involved. xa? tnrepB., in over-measure, beyond measure. 
Comp. 1 Cor. xii. 13; 2 Cor. i. 8, iv. 17; Gal. i 13; and 
see Wetstein. — dia tis évron.| by means of the commandment, 
which dyaGov it applied so perniciously; a pregnant con- 
trast. —- Observe the pithy, climactic, sharply and vividly 
compressed delineation of the gloomy picture. 

Vv. 14-25. Proof not merely of the foregoing telic sen- 
tence (Th. Schott), but of the weighty main thought py yévorto 
GAL 4 duapria, “For the law is spiritual, but man (in his 
natural situation under the law, out of Christ) is of flesh and 
placed under the power of sin; against the moral will of his 
better self, he is carried away to evil by the power of the sin- 
ful principle dwelling in him.” 

Ver. 14. OlSapyev] ‘DAoavet éreyev duoroynuévoy toto x. 
Sirov éore, Chrysostom. Comp. ii 2,iii 19. It is not to be 
written olda wév (Jerome, Estius, Semler, Koppe, Flatt, Reiche, 
Hofmann, Th. Schott), since the following 6é would only cor- 
respond logically with the pé», if Paul, with a view to contrast 
the character of the Jaw with his own character (so Hofmann), 
had said: olda yap, Ste 6 yey vomos x.T.d.; or, in case he had 
desired to contrast his character with his knowledge (s0 Schott): 
olda ev yap «.7.X., capKuvos Se eit, or etut Sé cdpxwvos, omitting 
the éy#, which is the antithesis of the voyos. — wvevparixds] 
obtains its definition through the contrasted cdpxwos. Now 
cdpé is the material phenomenal nature of man opposed to 
the divine zvetua, animated and determined by the yuy7 
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(comp. on iv. 1, vi 19), and consequently cdpxwos (of flesh) 
affirms of the éyw, that it is of such a non-pneumatic nature 
and quality.’ So wvevyarixos must affirm regarding the law, 
that its essence (not the form in which it is given, according to 
which it appears as ypappya) is divine = spiritual : its essential 
and characteristic quality is homogeneous with that of the Holy 
Spirit, who has made Himself known in the law. For believers 
no proof of this was needed (olSauev), because the vopos, as 
vouos Beov, must be a holy self-revelation of the Divine Spirit ; 
comp. ver. 12; Acts vii. 38. In consequence of this pneu- 
matic nature the law is certainly Sudacnanos dperis cal xaxlas 
monéutos (Chrysostom), and its tenor, rooting in the Divine 
Spirit, is only fulfilled by those who have the avedua (Tholuck, 
with Calovius, joming together different references), as indeed 
the necessary presupposition is that it Oem éypddn mvevpats 
(Theodoret), and the consequence necessarily bound up with 
its spiritual nature is that there subsists no affinity between the 
law and death (Hofmann); but all this is not conveyed by 
the word itself, any more than is the impossibility of fulfilling 
the laws demands, based on its pneumatic nature (Calvin: 
“Lex coelestem quandam et angelicam justitiam requirit ”). 
Following Oecumenius 2, and Beza, others (including Reiche, 
Kollner, and de Wette) have taken wvedua of the higher spi- 
ritual nature of man (1 9; Matt. xxvi. 41), and hence have, 
according to this reference, explained mvevyatixcs very vari- 
ously. .g. Reiche: “in so far as it does not hinder, but pro- 
motes, the development and expression of the mvetua;” de 
Wette: “of spiritual tenor and character, in virtue of which 
it puts forward demands which can only be understood and 
fulfilled by the spiritual nature of man.” So too, substantially, 
Riickert. But vv. 22, 25 show that wvevpartixds characterizes 


' Not merely direction of life (Ernesti, Urspr. d. Stinde, I. p. 77 ff.). Least 
of all is this rendering sufficient here, looking to the strength of the expression 
capxives. Not, however, as though the eapg in itself were evil, something origin- 
ally evil; but it is the seat of the sin-principle, by which it is used as its organ 
to make through it the moral will and the law ineffectual (ver. 14 ff., viii. 3), 
and—in the case of the regenerate—to react against the Holy Spirit. Thus the 
ode itself is opposed to God, and has evil lusts and works, not in virtue of the 
necessity of its nature, but as the seat and tool of the sin-principle. 
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the law as vouos @cod; consequently the avevua is just the 
divine, which the natural man, who knows and has nothing of 
the Spirit of God, resists in virtue of the heterogeneous ten- 
dency of his cdp£. — éya Sé] but I, 1c. according to the idSiwats 
pervading the entire section: the man, not yet regenerate by the 
Holy Spirit, in his relation to the Mosaic law given to him, 
—the still unredeemed éya, who, in the deep distress that 
oppresses him in the presence of the law, ver. 24, sighs after 
redemption. For the subject is in vv. 14-25 necessarily the 
same—and that, indeed, in its unredeemed condition’—as pre- 
viously gave its psychological history prior to and under the 
law (hence the preterites in vv. 7-13), and now depicts its 
position confronting (5é) the pneumatic nature of the law 
(hence the presents in ver. 14 ff.), in order to convey the in- 
formation (yap), that not the law, but the principle of sin 
mighty in man himself, has prepared death for him. It is true 
the situation, which the apostle thus exhibits in his own repre- 
sentative Ego, was for himself as an individual one long since 
past; but he realizes it as present and places it before the 
eyes like a picture, in which the standpoint of the happier 
present in which he now finds himself renders possible the 
perspective that lends to every feature of his portrait the light 
of clearness and truth. — odpxwos, made of flesh, consisting of 
flesh, 2 Cor. 11. 3; 1 Cor. iii. 1; comp. Plat. Leg. x. p. 906 C; 
Theocrit, xxi 66; LXX. 2 Chron. xxxii. 8; Ezek. xi. 19, 
xxxvi 26; Addit. Esth. iv. 8: Bacidéa cdpxwov. The sig- 
nification fleshy, corpulentus, Polyb. xxxix. 2. 7, is here out of 
place. It is not equivalent to the qualitative capecixos, fleshly, 
(see Tittmann’s Synon. p. 23), that is, affected with the quality 
that is determined by the odp£. The cdpxuwvos, as the expres- 
sion of the substance, is far stronger; and while not including 
the negation of the moral will in man (see ver. 15 ff., 22, 25), 

1 Ewald: ‘* He speaks, if possible even more than previously, from the‘stand- 
point of one not yet redeemed, who finds himself face to face with the law merely 
as a simple man, and consequently as still lacking all higher light and heavenly 
aid.”—In fact, if all that follows can be asserted of the regenerate person, ‘‘ the 
regenerate man would thus be also the unregenerate ;” Baur, in the theol. Jahrb. 


1857, p. 192; newt. Theol. p. 148. 
3 Comp. Holsten, z. Hv. des Paul. u. Petr. p. 397. 
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indicates the odp£—that unspiritual, material, phenomenal 
nature of man, serving by way of vehicle for sin—as the element 
of his being which so preponderates and renders the moral will 
fruitless, that the apostle, transporting himself into his pre- 
Christian state, cannot—in the mirror of this deeply earnest, 
and just as real as it was painful, self-contemplation—set forth 
the moral nature of the natural man otherwise than by the 
collective judgment, J am of flesh; the cdp&, my substantial 
element of being, prevails on me to such an extent that the 
predicate made of flesh cleaves to me as if to a nature consist- 
ing of mere odp£. Thisis the Pauline 76 yeyerynpévoy éx Tijs 
capxos odp& éorw (John iii. 6). The Pauline ro yeyew. ex 
Tod Trvevpatos mMvevud éotww follows in chap. viii. Since the 
oap£ is the seat of the sin-principle (see ver. 18, comp. ver. 
23), there is connected with the odpxuvos also the mempapevos 
iid tTHy duapr., sold, as a slave, under the (dominion of) sin, 
z.e. a3 completely dependent on the power of the sin-principle ? 
as is a serf on the master to whom he is sold: 1) mpaous dodXov 


1 These very predicates, as strong as possible, expressed without limitation, 
and in contrast to wvsusaesx0s, should have precluded men from explaining it of 
the regenerate man, of the condition in the state of grace. Paul would have been 
speaking in defiance of his own consciousness (vi. 14, 22, viii. 2). See, more- 
over, Achelis, p. 681 ff. Theodoret has the true view: rév wpo vis vdpires 
Hrvbpeower siodyts worseprovpiyvoy Las ray wablwy capriner yap KAAS TOY endinw THs 
wysuparinas bxsxoupias cirvuxnxoce, It is true that there are, in the case 
of the regenerate man also, ‘‘ in natura carnali reliquiae prioris morbi” (Melanc- 
thon), and flesh and spirit are at warfare in him (viii. 5, Gal. v. 17); but he is 
not edpxives a8 Opposed to wrsupersxds, and not a slave sold to sin, else he must 
have fallen back again from his regenerate state. Very characteristic is the dis- 
tinction, that in the case of the segenerate man the conflict is between jlesh and 
spirit (i.e. the Holy Spirit received by him) ; but in that of the unregenerate 
man, between the flesh and his own moral reason or vevs, which latter succumbs, 
whilst in the regenerate the victory in the conflict may and must fall to the 
Spirit. Comp. on Gal. v. 17; also Baur, Paul. II. p. 158 f. All who have 
taken the subject in our passage to be the man already redeemed have necessarily 
fallen into the error (especially apparent in the case of Krummacher) of confound- 
ing the struggle between flesh and Spirit in the case of the regenerate person, 
with that described in our passage in the case of the still unregenerate man, who 
is not yet able to oppose the wine, but only his own too weak vous, to the power 
of sin in the flesh. From this error they should have been deterred by the very 
circumstance that in the entire passage (how wholly different in viii. 2 f. !) Paul 
is quite silent regarding the wre as a power opposed to the edp§ and the 
apapria. 

ROM. II. B 
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TaVTOS Toles TOY Tempapevoy Uo THY THs bIrnpecias Kabiota- 
pevov avayxnv, Theodore of Mopsuestia. Comp. 1 Kings xxi. 
20, 25; 2 Kings xvii 17; 1 Macc.i.15. The passive sense 
of srempay. finds its elucidation in ver. 23. srurpaoxecOat, 
in Greek authors (Soph. 7r. 251; Dem. 1304. 8; Lucian, 
Asin. 32) with revé (comp. also Lev. xxv. 39 ; Deut. xxviii. 68 ; 
Isa. L 1; Baruch iv. 6), is here coupled with wro (comp. Gal. 
iv. 3) for the more forcible indication of the relation. Com- 
pare mumpaoxew eis ras yetpas, 1 Sam. xxiii. 7; Judith vii. 25 ; 
and on the matter itself, Seneca, de brev. vit. 3. 

Ver. 15 elucidates and assigns the reason of this relation of 
slavery. “Hor what I perform I know not,” we. it takes place 
on my part without cognition of its ethical bearing, in the 
state of bondage of my moral reason. Analogous is the posi- 
tion of the slave, who acts as his master’s tool without perceiv- 
ing the proper nature and the aim of what he does. Augustine, 
Beza, Grotius, Estius, and others, including Flatt, Glockler, 
Reiche, and Reithmayr, erroneously take yweoxe as I approve, 
which it never means, not even in Matt. vil. 23; John x.14; 
1 Cor. viii. 3; Rom. x. 19; 2 Tim it. 19; Ps. 1. 6; Hosea 
viii. 4; Ecclus. xviii. 27. Hofmann’s view, however, is also 
incorrect, that the cognition is meant, “which includes the 
object in the subjectivity of the person knowing,” so that the pas- 
sage denies that the work and the inner life have anything in 
common. In this way the idea of the divine cognition, whose 
object is man (Gal. iv. 9; Matt. xii 23), is extraneously im- 
ported into the passage. — ov yap 3 Oédw «.7.A.] The proof of 
the 0 xatepy. ov ywooxe. For whosoever acts in the light of 
the moral cognition does not, of course, do that which is hateful 
to him following his practical reason (5 yo), but, on the con- 
trary, that towards which his moral desire is directed (6 0édw). 
The person acting without that cognition, carried away by the 
power of sin in him, does not pursue as the aim of his activity 
(1rpaece, comp. on i. 32) that which in the morally conscious . 
state he would pursue, but, on the contrary, does (sores) what 
in that state is abhorrent to him.’ The ethical power of reso- 


1 The sew must not be weakened, ase.g. by Th. Schott, who makes it equiva- 
lent to ob fiAw in ver. 16. 
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lution, which decides for the good, is inactive, and man does 
the evil that he abhors. Paul consequently ascribes to the 
unregenerate man also the moral wish, which he has in rational 
self-determination ; but he denies to him the action correspond- 
ing thereto, because his moral self-determination does not 
come into exercise in the state of his natural bondage, but he 
is, on the contrary, hurried away to the performance of the 
opposite. His @érew of the good and his puceiy of the evil 
are not, therefore, those of the regenerate man, because the 
new man, in virtue of the holy srvedua, emerges from the con- 
flict with the odp£ as a conqueror (against Philippi); nor 
yet the weak velleitas of the schoolmen (Tholuck, Reithmayr, 
comp. Baumgarten-Crusius) ; but a real, decided wishing and 
hating (comp. ver. 16), which present, indeed, for the moral 
consciousness the theory of self-determination, but without the 
corresponding result in the issue. The “I” in 6é\w and pce 
is conceived according to its moral self-consciousness, but in 
mpacow and rom, according to its empiric practice, which 
runs counter to the self-determination of that consciousness. 
Reiche, in consistency with his misconception of the entire 
representation, brings out as the pure thought of ver.15: “the 
sinful Jew, as he appears in experience and history, does the 
evil which the Jew free from sin, as he might and should have 
been, does not approve.” As profane analogies of the moral 
conflict meant by Paul, comp. Epict. Hnchir. ii. 26. 4: 3 pev 
Oéret (6 duaprdveoy) ob trot, nai 8 un Oérec trovec; Eur. Med. 
1079: @upos 8é xpelooey (stronger) trav éua@y Rovdevpdrayr, 
and the familiar “video meliora proboque, deteriora sequor” 
(Ovid, Met. vii. 19). See also Wetstein, and Spiess, Zogos sper- 
mat. p. 228 f. 

Ver. 16. Not an incidental inference (Riickert), but an 
essential carrying on of the argument, from which then ver. 17 
is further inferred. For the relation of the éyw to the law is 
in fact the very aim of the section (see ver. 25). — 3 ov Oé\0] 
whereto I am unwilling, for in fact I hate it, ver. 15. By ov 


1 For the idea that this éias» has only come to exist through regeneration 
(Luthardt, v. freien Willen, p. 405), is perfectly foreign to the expression, espe- 
cially in its close connection with ver. 14, and is a pure importation. 
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the 6éXew is turned into its opposite. Comp. Baeuml. Partik. 
p. 278 ; Ameis on Homer, Odys. iii. 274.—ovponus tw vou, 
dtu xados] since indeed the law also desires not what Ido. My 
conduct, therefore, so far as my desire is opposed to it, appears, 
according to this contradiction, as a proof that I concur with 
the law, that vt 2s beautiful, 2.e. morally good; the moral excel- 
lence which the law affirms of itself (eg. Deut. iv. 8) I also 
agree with it in acknowledging; in point of fact, I say yes 
to it. Comp. also Philippi and Hofmann. The usual view: 
I grant to the law, that, etc., overlooks the ovy, and the re- 
ference of the 7@ voym to ov (I say with). Comp. Plat. 
Rep. p. 608 B, Theaet. p. 199 C, Phaed. p. 64 B; Soph. 47. 
271, Oed. R. 553; Eur. Hippol. 265; Sturz, Lex. Xen. IV. 
p. 153. We may add that Chrysostom, <n Jloc., has appro- 
priately directed attention to the oixeia evyévea of the moral 
nature of man. 

Ver. 17.. Nuvi 5€] does not introduce a minor proposition 
attaching itself with a “but now” (Reithmayr and Hofmann)— 
a view which is unsuitable to the antithetical form of the ex- 
pression; nor is to be taken, with Augustine, as “nunc in 
statu gratiae;” but it is the quite common and, in Paul’s 
writings especially, very frequent as zt 7s, however (see on 
li 21), that is, in this actual state of the case, however; namely, 
since my Oédew, notwithstanding my conduct, is not opposed 
to the law, but on the contrary confirms it. In connec- 
tion with this view ovxére also is not, possibly, ¢emporal, 
“pointing back to a time in which it was otherwise with the 
speaker ” (Hofmann), namely, to what is related in vv. 7-11, 
but logical, as in ver. 20, xi. 6; Gal ii, 18. What is indi- 
cated by vuvi dé stands to éy@ Karepy. avro in an excluding 
relation, so that after the former there can be no mention of 
the latter. It is the dialectic non jam, non item (Bornemann 
ad Xen. Cyr. i. 6. 27; Winer, p. 547 f. [E. T. 772]; comp. 
Ellendt, Lex. Soph. II. p. 432).—éye] with emphasis: my 
personality proper, my self-consciousness, which is my real, 
morally wishing Ego. It is not this “JZ” that performs the 
evil (avro, .e. 5 od Bédw, ver. 16), but the principle of sin, 
which has its dwelling-place in me (the phenomenal man), 
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enslaving my better—but against its power too weak—will, 
and not allowing it to attain accomplishment. That é& euor 
is not, like éy#, to be taken of the moral self-conscious “ I,’ 
is affirmed by Paul himself in ver. 18. But it is erroneous 
to infer, from what he here says of the éyw, the necessity of 
the explanation in the sense of the regenerate person (see 
especially Calvin and Philippi); for if the power practising 
the evil be not the “I,” but the potentiality of sin, this ac- 
cords perfectly with the state of the capxsxos, yuyexos (1 Cor. 
ii, 14), dd tTyy duaptlay mempapévos (ver. 14), consequently 
of the unregenerate, in whom sin rules, and not the grace and 
power of the Holy Spirit leading the moral Ego to victory. 
In the regenerate man dwells the Spirit (vii.8; Gal v.16f. ; 
1 Cor. iii. 16), who aids the “I” in conquering the sin-power 
of the flesh (viii. 13 ff.; Gal. v. 24). 

Ver. 18. Basing of the GAN 7 oixotoa ey enol dpapria in 
ver. 17 on the human (not: Christian) experimental conscious- 
ness of the éudurov xaxov (Wisd. xii. 10). — rotr’ gor év 77 
capxi pov] More precise definition to éy éyzol, by which it is 
designated, in order to make the meaning clear beyond all 
doubt, according to its aspect of self-verification here meant ; 
and the latter is expressly distinguished from that of the moral 
self-consciousness, conveyed by the éy# in ver. 17.—That good, 
that is, moral willing and doing, consequently the opposite of 
dpaprtia, has its abode in the odp£ of man, ze. in his materio- 
physical phenomenal nature (comp. on ver. 14’), is negatived by 
ovK oixel.. .. wyaGoy, and this negation is then proved by 7d yap 
Gérew w.7.r. If the odp£, namely, were the seat of the moral 
nature, so that the will of the moral self-consciousness and 
that residing in the oap£ harmonized, in that case there would 
be nothing opposed to the carrying out of that moral tendency 
of will; in that case, besides the willing, we should find also 
in man the performance of the morally beautiful (rd xadov, 
“quod candore morali nitet,” van Hengel). On the identity 
of the xadoy and the dyaéoy, according to the Greek view of 

1 Jul. Miiller, I. p. 458, ed. 5, wrongly takes it here as morally indifferent, 


“fof the collective phenomenal reality of human life.” See against this espe- 
cially vv. 15, 25, viii. 3 ff. Comp. also Rich. Schmidt, Paul. Christol. p. 14. 
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morality, see Stallb. ad Plat. Sympos. p. 201 C. — wapdxerrai 
pou] lies before me (Plat. Tim. p. 69 A, Phil. p.41D; 2 Macc. 
iv. 4)—a plastic expression of the idea: there is present in me. 
Paul presents the matter, namely, as if he were looking around 
in his own person, as in a spacious sphere, to discover what 
might be present therein. There he sees the OéXew (76 xadov) 
immediately confronting him, before his gaze; but his searching 
gaze fails to discover (ob»y evploxw) the natepydterOas To xadov. 
The performance of the good, therefore, is something not cha- 
racteristic of the natural man, while that 0éXecv of the moral “I” 
is present with him. “Zonge a me abest,” says Grotius aptly in éx- 
planation of the reading ov sc. mapdxecrat, with which, however, 
ovx evpicxm is perfectly equivalent in sense; so that to render 
the latter “ I gain it not, ze. I can not” (Estius, Kypke, Flatt, 
Tholuck, and Koliner), or, “itis to me unattainable” (Hofmann), 
is inconsistent with the correlative srapdxeral jot, as well as 
the evpicxw in ver. 21. Theodoret has rightly noted the ground 
of the ovy eipioxm: acbevd .. . . wepi tiv mpatw, érépay 
érsxoupiav (namely, that of the Holy Spirit) ov« éyev. But 
the éy#, which has the willing, can not at all be the xawoés 
mvevpatixos avOpwros (against Philippi), whose Oédew is the 
“ fdet promptitudo” (Calvin), because that éyw, clogged by the 
sinful power of the flesh, is naked and void of the «arepyd- 
Gerba. The latter is the simple to bring about, to bring into 
execution (see on i. 27); and if, in order to interpret it appro- 
priately of the regenerate person, it be made to mean, to live 
quite purely (Luther), or the “implere qua decet alacritate” 
(Calvin), or the act which is in harmony with the will sanctified 
by the Spirit of God (Philippi), these shades of meaning are 
purely imported. 

Ver. 19. Proof of 70 5¢ xarepy. 76 xadov ov>y ebpioxe in ver. 
18. For the good that I desire I donot; but the evil that I desire 
not, that I pursue. Respecting the interlocking of the relative 
and main clauses, see Winer, p. 155 [E. T. 205]. 

Ver. 20. From this follows, however, the very proposition 
to be proved, ver. 17, that it is not the moral self, but the 
sin-principle in man, that performs the evil — ov @édw] as in 
ver. 16. - 
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Vv. 21-23. Result from vv. 14-20. 

Ver. 21. Among the numerous interpretations of this 
passage, which Chrysostom terms dcadés cipnuévov, and the 
exposition of which has been given up as hopeless by van 
Hengel and Riickert, the following fall to be considered :"—(1) 
Tov vomoy taken generally as rule, necessity, and the like: “I 
find therefore for me, who am desirous of doing the good, the rule, 
the unavoidably determining element, that evil lies before me ;” 
so that it is substantially the Erepos vopos éy tots uédeoe, ver. 
23, that is here meant. So, in the main, Luther, Beza, 
Calvin, Grotius, Estius, Wolf, and others, including Ammon, 
Boehme, Flatt, Kollner, de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Niel- 
sen, Winer, Baur, Philippi, Tholuck, Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 379, 
Umbreit, Krammacher, Jatho, and the latest Catholic exposi- 
tors, Reithmayr, Maier, and Bisping. But it is fatal to this 
view, that 6 somos, in accordance with the entire context, can 
be nothing else than the Mosaic law, since a definition altering 
this wonted reference of the meaning is not appended, but 
is only introduced in ver. 23 by the addition of érepov; 
further, that Sr: duol 70 xaxov wapdxeta: is not a relation 
that presents itself in idea as a vopos, but, on the contrary, as 
something empirical, as a phenomenon of fact; and lastly, that 
we should have to expect roy vouov, in that case, only before 
Grt. (2) To» vouoy understood of the Mosaic law: “I find 
therefore in me, who am desirous of doing the law, (namely) the 
good, that evil lies before me.” According to this view, conse- 
quently, ro xaAoy is in apposition with 7. vouoy, and dre «.7.r. 
is the object of evpioxm. So, in substance, Homberg, Bos, 
Knapp, Ser. var. arg. p. 389, Klee, Bornemann in Lue. p. 
Ixvii, Olshausen, Fritzsche, and Krehl. But after what goes 
before (vv. 15-20), it is inconsistent with the context to 
separate qroveiy TO xadov; and, besides, the appositional view 
of To xadov is a forced expedient, feebly introducing something 
quite superfluous, especially after the roy voyoy prefixed with 
full emphasis. (3) roy vouov likewise taken of the Mosaic 
law, and ors taken as because: “TI find therefore the law for me, 


1 Leaving out of account Reiche’s misinterpretation as to a double ‘‘1” of 
Jewish humanity. 
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who am disposed to do the good, because evil lies before me;” te. 
I find therefore that the law, so far as I have the will to do 
what is good, is by my side concurring with me, because evil 
is present with me (and therefore I need the law as ovryyopov 
and émiteivoyta to BovAnya, see Chrysostom). So substantially 
the Peschito, Chrysostom, Theophylact (etpioxw dpa toy vopov 
cuynyopouvTa pot, Oérovre péev trotely TO KaNOV, 447) Trol- 
obvre Se, Store éuol tapdxevtat Td Kaxov); comp. also Origen, 
Theodore of Mopsuestia, Oecumenius (less clearly Theodoret), 
Hammond, Bengel, Semler, Morus, and my own second edition. 
But the idea, which according to this view would be conveyed 
by the dative 7@ Oédovre euol «.7.X., must have been more 
definitely and expressly indicated than by the mere dativus 
commodi ; moreover, this explanation does not harmonize with 
the apostle’s purpose of summing up now, as the result of his 
previous view, the whole misery, in which the natural man sees 
himself when confronted with the law; see vv. 22-25. Hof- 
mann also, modifying his earlier similar view (Schriftbew. I. 
p. 549), now understands under +. voyov the Mosaic law, and 
takes dre in the sense of because, but Td xadov as predicate to 
tT. vopov, the dative as depending on 70 xadov, and zroteiy, 
which is supposed to be without an object, as belonging to 
6éx. The speaker thus declares what he recognises the law as 
being, “ namely, as that which to him, who is willing to do, zs the 
good ;” and he finds it so, “ because the evil is at hand to him ;” 
when he “comes to act,” the evil is there also, and presents 
itself to him to be done; which contradiction between the 
thing willed and the thing lying to his hand makes him 
perceive the harmony between his willing and the law, so that, 
namely, he “ would be doing what he wills, if he were doing that 
which the law commands.” This extremely tortuous explanation, 
which first of all imports the nucleus of the thought which is 
supposed to be expressed so enigmatically, breaks down at the 
very outset by its assumption that zroveiy is meant to stand with- 
out object (when I come to act!), although the object (comp. 
vv. 15-20) stands beside it (ro nadov) and according to the 
entire preceding context necessarily belongs to wt,—a statement 
as to which nothing but exegetical subjectivity can pronounce 
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the arbitrary verdict that it is “groundless prejudice.”* (4) 
Ewald's attributive reference of ro xaxov to the law is utterly 
erroneous: “JI find therefore the law, when I desire to do what is 
beautiful, how i les at hand to me asthe evil.” Paul assuredly 
could not, even in this connection, have said 76 xaxdv of the 
divine law after vv. 12, 14; comp. ver. 22. (5) Abandon- 
ing all these views, I believe that tov voor is to be understood 
of the Mosaic law and joined with r@ OéAovri, that zrovety is to 
be taken as infinitive of the purpose (Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 
224), and ére «.7.r. as object of evtpioxw (comp. Esr. ii. 26): “ i 
results to me, therefore, that, while my will 28 directed to the law 
an order to do the good, the evil lies before me.” What deep 
wretchedness! My moral will points to the law in order to do 
the good, but the evil is present with me in my fleshly nature, 
to make the Oérew void! What I will,that I cannot do In 
connection with this view, observe: (a) That the position of 
the words tov voxov to Oédovre enol serves, without any harsh- 
ness, to set forth roy voxoy emphatically, just as often also in 
classical writers the substantive with the article is emphatically 
prefixed to the participle with the article, on which it depends 
(see Kiihner ad Xen. Mem. i. 6.13; Bornemann and Kihner 
ad Anab. v. 6,7; Kriiger,§ 50,10. 1; Bernhardy, p. 461) ;— 


1 Th. Schott does not indeed commit the mistake of separating wei» from ¢é 
xadéy, but he introduces in another way what is not in the text: ‘‘ I find the law 
for me, who am willing to do good, such an one as leaves the matter on the 
JSooting, that to me, etc.” 

2 The objections urged against my explanation are very unimportant. It is said, 
in particular, that the inversion réy viper cp biderrs is harsh (Delitzsch), forced 
(Philippi), strange and meaningless (Hofmann). But it is not harsher than the 
numerous perfectly similar hyperbata found in all classic authors (comp. e.g. 
Xen. Afem. i. 6. 18, where the Sophists are termed rx» cefiar of waAcvvess, Plat. 
Apol. p. 89C: teas oi laiyxerrss, Herod. vii. 184: cds xapsrous cobs laadverras, 
Thuc. vi. 64. 5: caira veds Furdpdeovras, and Poppo in loc.; also Kiihner, 
Gramm. II. 1, p. 582); and so far from being meaningless, the inverted 
arrangement, very appropriately to the sense, lays a great emphasis upon ré» 
vixev. For the »cues, ag the divine record of the xaé», in contrast to the saxé» 
which lies in man, has the stress, which does not rest upon éiaeves (Hofmann). 
Observe how the idea of the law is prominent and pervading down to the end of 
the chapter, and then again in viii. 2 ff. Least of all in the case of such an 
extremely difficult passage should people suppose that they may dismiss a 
linguistically unassailable explanation by vague and merely dogmatical objec- 
tions. 
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(b) That 6éXew with the accusative as object of the willing, ze. 
of the moral striving and longing, of desire and love, is particu- 
larly frequent in the LXX. (see also Matt. xxvii 43 and the 
remark thereon) ; compare here, especially, Isa. v. 24: ob yap 
nOé\ncay Tov vowov Kupiov. (c) Finally, how aptly the ouvv}- 
Somat yap T@ vou x.t.r. in the illustrative clause that follows, 
ver. 22, harmonizes with the rov vopoy te OéXovte €uol; while 
_ the subsequent Brérrw Sé érepoy vopoy «.7.X., in ver. 23, answers 
to the Src éuot To Kaxov wrapdxectas, — The dative r@ Oédovre 
éuwot is that of the ethical reference: deprehendo mihi, experi- 
ence proves it to me. Comp. etpé6y pou, ver. 10; Hom. Od. 
xxi. 304: of Sait@ mpare xaxov evpéro oivoBapelwy. Soph. 
Aj. 1144: & POéyp’ av ove adv eipes. O. BR. 546: dvopev 
yap wat Bapiy o° evdpyx’ euol. Oecd. C. 970: ove dv ekevpous 
éuol dwaptlas dvedos ovdév. Plat. Rep. p. 421 E; Eur. Jon. 
1407. 

Vv. 22, 23. Antithetical illustration of ver. 21. — cumjdopae 
tT. vou T. Beat] The compound nature of the verb is neither 
to be overlooked (as by Beza and others, including Riickert 
and Reiche), nor to be taken as a strengthening of it (Kollner), 
or as apud animum meum laeor (Fritzsche, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, de Wette, Tholuck, and Philippi). It means: J re- 
joice with, which sense alone consists with linguistic usage 
(Plat. Rep. p. 462 E; Dem 519. 10,579. 19; Soph. Qed. C. 
1398; Eur. Med. 136 ; Sturz, Ler. Xen. IV. p. 184; Reisig, 
Enarr. Soph. Oed. C. 1398). By this, however, we are not to 
understand the joy over the law, shared with others (van Hengel 
and others)—-an idea here foreign to the connection; nor yet 
the joyful nature of taking part in the law (Hofmann), whereby 
the necessary conception of joy tn common falls away; but 
rather: I rejoice with the law of God, so that is joy (the 
law being personified) is also mine. It is the agreement of 
moral sympathy in regard to what is good. Comp. on cvpdnpe 
in ver. 16. So also cupwerOeiy tim, cuvaryely Tim, K.TX.; 
similarly cvAXurovpevos, Mark iii. 5. Rightly given in the 
Vulgate: “condelector legi (not lege) Dei.” Comp. 1 Cor. 
xiii, 6: cvyyaipe: TH Gdnbela. The Mosaic law is described as 
vouos @Qeov (genit. auctoris) in contrast to the Erepos vopos, 





CHAP. VII. 22, 23. 27 


which is the law opposed to God. — «ata 7. ésw dvOp.] The 
rational and moral nature of man, determined by conscience 
(ii. 15), is, as the ¢nward man, distinguished from the outward 
man that appears in the body and its members.’ 6 voids in its 
contrast to odp& designates the same thing @ pottwrs; see on 
Eph. iii. 16, 2 Cor. iv. 16; also 1 Pet. iii, 4, and Huther 
in loc. Philo (p. 533, Mang.) terms it dvOpwros ev avOperre. 
— Brérw] Here also Paul represents himself as a spectator of 
his own personality, and as such he sees, etc. — érepov] a law 
of another nature, not GAXov. Comp. ver. 4, and on Gal. i. 6. 
— &y tos péreot pov] sc. dvra, correlative, even by its posi- 


1 It is erroneous to discover in the expression the designation of the regenerate 
man (Luther, Melancthon, Calvin, Calovius, Kruammacher, and others), or to 
say (as Delitzsch does) that Paul means the higher better self produced or libe- 
rated by the grace of the discipline of the law (Psychol. p. 880). The unre- 
generate man also, whether the law have already taken him into its training or 
not, has the iew drfpeaes, and the connection alone must decide whether the 
cw Erbpewes of the passage relates to the redeemed or the unredeemed. The 
inner man is that which receives the Spirit and grace (comp. 2 Cor. iv. 16; Eph. 
iii. 16), and not the work of these. The latter is the new man (Eph. ii. 10, 
iv. 24). In our passage the entire connection decides that it is the iv éWpewes 
of the unregenerate man which is meant, in his relation to the law ; to him also 
belongs, as respects his moral ‘‘1” (although this is quite arbitrarily denied by 
Philippi, following Melancthon, and many others), the cvrsSoua: ry ving +. Osed 
(comp. ii. 15), and it must belong to him, since the sinful nature has its seat 
and home in the ed; vv. 18, 25, as the antithesis of the vevs. This does not 
indeed consist with the assumption that it is precisely the higher powers of the 
netural man that by nature are at diametrical variance with God and His law 
(Form. Conc. p. 640 f.), but it nevertheless rests on an exegetic basis. Comp. 
on Eph. iit 16. The eds&, however, with the power of sin dwelling in it, over- 
powers the vss, so that it becomes in bondage, darkened, and in the activity of 
its conscience blunt and perverted; hence it requires renewal (xii. 2): comp. 
Weiss, bibl. Theol. § 95. There remains, therefore, the necessity for redemption 
of the whole natural man, as also his incapacity for self-attainment of salvation ; 
and it is an error to see in that contradiction to the Formula Concordiae aught 
to shake the Pauline doctrine of atonement and justification by faith alone 
(Delitzsch). Delitzsch brings against me the charge of being un-Lutheran and 
unbiblical. The latter I must deny; the former does not affect me as exegete, since 
as such I have only to inquire what is exegetically right or wrong. Philippi, 
p- 307, ed. 3, nofe, quotes against me authorities (of very various kinds) which 
as such prove nothing ; and réminds me of the position of investigation as 
to the idea of the ed. I may be trusted to possess some acquaintance with 
the position of such investigations, including even those which the respected 
theologian has not embraced in his quotations and to some extent could not yet 
do so. 
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tion, with xata tov ow advOpwrov, Fritzsche and Hofmann 
join év rots péX. pou dytiotpat.,' whereby, however, the im- 
portance of the added elements avriotpar. «.7.X. is more subor- 
dinated to the éy +. uénX. wou, and the symmetry of the discourse 
unnecessarily disturbed ; comp. below, t@ dvre év Trois uér. pov. 
The members, as the instruments of activity of the odp€, are, see- 
ing that the cdp€ itself is ruled by sin (vv. 18, 25), that in which 
the power of sin (the dictate of the sin-principle, o vopos rijs 
dpapt.) pursues its doings. This activity in hand, eye, etc. 
(comp. vi 13, 19), is directed against the dictate of the moral 
reason, and that with the result of victory ; hence the figures 
drawn from war, dvriotpat. and also aiypadwr. — The vopos 
Tov voos—in which the genitive is neither to be taken as that 
of the subject (Fritzsche: “ quam mens mea constituit;” comp. 
Hofmann, “ which man gives to himself”), nor epexegetically 
(Th. Schott), but locally, corresponding to the ey rots per. pov 
—is not identical with the vouos 7. Geod in ver. 22 (Usteri, 
Koller, Olshausen, and others), just because the latter is the 
positive law of God, the law of Moses; but it is the regulator 
of the ovvndecOat To vopw Tod Oeod (ver. 22), implied in the 
moral reason and immanent in the vods. As to vots, which 
is here, in accordance with the connection, the reason in its 
practical activity, the power of knowledge in its moral 
quality as operating to determine the moral will,? see Stirm 
in the Tub. Zeitschr. 1834, 3, p. 46 ff.; Beck, d:b1. Seelenl. 
p. 49 ff.; Delitzsch, p. 179; Kluge in the Jahrb. f. D. Th. 
1871, p. 327. The form vods belongs to the later Greek. 
See Lobeck ad Phryn. p. 453.— «al aiyyar. «7.r.] and 
makes me prisoner-of-war to the law of sin (makes me subject 
to the power of the sin-principle) which is in my members. 
The ye does not denote the inner man, the voids (Olshausen), 
for it, regarded in itself, continues in the service of the law of 
God (ver. 25); but the apparent man, who would follow the 
leading of the vois. He it is, for the control of whom the law 
of sin contends with the moral law. The former conquers, and 

1 Compare Th. Schott, who however renders iv : in the power of my members. 


2 Consequently the morally willing faculty of the human exsiupe. Comp. 
(against Holsten) Pfleiderer in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. 1871, p. 165 f. ; Kluge l.c. 











CHAP. VII. 22, 23. 29 


thereby, while the moral law has lost its influence over him, 
makes him its prisoner-of-war (Luke xxi. 24; 2 Cor. x. 5); 
so that he is now — to express the same idea by another 
figure — sremrpapévos bro Tr. duaptiay, ver. 14, — a trait of the 
gloomy picture, which likewise does not apply to the condition 
of the redeemed, viii. 2.—7r@ voum THs apuapt.] is identical 
with the voyos that was previously, without more precise defi- 
nition, called érepos vouos. Instead, namely, of saying : “and 
made me 2s prisoner,’ Paul characterizes—as he could not 
avoid doing in order to complete the antithesis—the victorious 
law, not previously characterized, as that which rt 1s, and says: 
aixypar. pe T. voum auapt. Here r. duapr. is the genitivus 
auctoris ; t. vou, however, is not instrumental (Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, Theophylact), but can only be taken as the dative 
of reference (commodi). The observation 7@ dyrs dy fois 
pérect pou, emphatically added to make the disgrace more pal- 
pably felt, obviates the misconception that a power different — 
from the érepos voues was meant. We must dismiss, there- 
fore, the distinctions unsupported by evidence that (follow- 
ing Origen, Jerome, and Oecumenius, but not Ambrosiaster) 
have been attempted ; ¢.g. recently by Kollner, who thinks that 
the érepos vd0s means the demands of the sensuous nature, so 
far as they manifest themselves in individual cases as bodily 
lusts, while the voyos 7. auapr. is the sensuous nature itself 
conceived as a sinful principle; or by de Wette, who thinks 
that the former is the proneness to sin which expresses itself 
in the determinableness of the will by the sensuous nature, 
while the latter is the same proneness, so far as it conflicts 
with the law of God, and by the completed resolution actually 
enters into antagonism thereto (comp. Umbreit) ; or by Ewald 
(comp. also Grotius and van Hengel), who thinks that Paul 
here distinguishes ¢wo pairs of kindred laws: (1) the eternal 
law of God, and alongside of it, but too weak in itself, the law 
of reason; and (2) the law of desire, and along with it, as 
still mightier, the Jaw of sin. Similarly also Delitzsch, Reith- 
mayr, and Hofmann. The latter distinguishes the law of sin 
from the law in the members, in such a way that the former is 
prescribed by sin, as the lawgiver, to all those who are subject 
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to it; the latter, on the contrary, rules in the bodily nature of 
the individual, as soon as the desire arises in him.’ — aiypa- 
Awtifo belongs to the age of Diodorus, Josephus, etc. (aiypa- 
AwTevw is still later), See Thom. Mag. p. 23; Lobeck ad 
Phryn. p. 442. 

Ver. 24. The marks of parenthesis in which many include 
vv. 24, 25, down to sev, or (Grotius and Flatt) merely 
ver. 25 down to 7a, should be expunged, since the flow of 
the discourse is not once logically interrupted. — tadatirwpos 
«.T.X.| The oppressive feeling of the misery of that captivity 
finds utterance thus. Here also Paul by his “I” represents 
the still wnredeemed man in his relation to the law. Only 
with the state of the latter, not with the consciousness of 
the regenerate man, as if he “as it were” were crying ever 
afresh for a new Redeemer from the power of the sin still 
remaining in him (Philippi), does this wail and cry for help 
accord. The regenerate man has that which is here sighed 
for, and his mood is that which is opposite to the feeling of 
wretchedness and death, v. 1 ff., viii. 1 ff; being that of free- 
dom, of overcoming, of life in Christ, and of Christ in him, of 
peace and joy in the Holy Spirit, of the new creature, to which 
old things have passed away. Comp. Jul Miiller, v. d. Sunde, 
I. p. 458 f., ed. 5. The objection of Reiche, that Paul would, 
according to this view, speak of himself while he was thinking 
of men of quite an opposite frame of mind, is not valid; for 
that longing, which he himself had certainly felt very deeply 
in his pre-Christian life, and into whose painful feelings he 
transports himself back all the more vividly from the stand- 
point of his blissful state of redemption; could not but, in the 

1 Calovius gives the right view : ‘‘ Lex membrorum et lex peccati idem sunt, 
ut e verbis apostoli (ir) +H vime vis dmapcians ry ives by cots miasei wow liquet.” 
The clear words themselves do not convey, moreover, the distinction between 
the produced and the producer (Delitzsch) ; but, on the contrary, the law of sin 
coincides completely with the law of the members, as already Augustine perceived, 
de nupt. et concup. i. 80: ‘‘captivantem sub lege peccati, h. e. sub se ipsa.” 
Comp. also Theodore of Mopsuestia, who declares himself expressly and decidedly 
against the interpretation of our passage as pointing to four laws. 

2 This applies also against Delitzsch’s assertion, that the very form of this 
lamentation shows that it proceeds from the breast of a converted person. How 
natural is it, rather, that Paul should represent the redemption, as he had him- 
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consistent continuation of the <diosis, be here individualized 
and realized as present through his éy#. And this he could 
do the more unhesitatingly, since no doubt could thereby be 
raised in the minds of his readers regarding his present free- 
dom from the raXasrapia over which he sighs. Reiche him- 
self, curiously enough, regards ver. 24 as the cry for help of 
Jewish humanity, to which “a redeemed one replies” in 
viii. 1; ver. 25, standing in the way, being a gloss ! — radair. 
éyw av0p.| Nominative of exclamation: O wretched man that I 
am! See Kiihner, II. 1, p. 41 ; Winer, p. 172 [E. T. 228].— 
vanair., Rev. iii. 17, very frequent in the tragedians: Plat. 
Euthyd. p. 302 B; Dem. 548. 12, 425. 11. — picerac] 
Purely future. In the depth of his misery the longing after 
a deliverer asks as if in despair: who will wt be? — x tod 
awpatos tT. Gayarouv rovTov] rovrov might indeed grammati- 
cally be joined to cwuaros (Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, Estius, and 
many others, including Olshausen, Philippi, Hofmann, and Th. 
Schott), since one may say, To capa 7. 8. rotro; but the sense 
is against it. For that which weighs upon him, namely, the 
being dependent on the body as captive of the law of sin, lies 
in the fact that the body belongs to ¢his death, .e. to the death 
incurred by sin (which is not physical, but eternal death, comp. 
ver. 10 ff.), consequently to this shameful death, as its seat ;! 
not in the fact that this relation takes place in the present 
body, or in a present time posited with the quality of the 
earthly body. If the words of the person who exclaims should 
amount to no more than “the hopeless wish to get rid of the body, 
an which he is compelled to live,’ without expressing, however, 
the desire to be dead (Hofmann), they would yield a very con- 
fused conception. Moreover, by postponing the pronoun, Paul 
would only have expressed himself very unintelligibly, had his 


self experienced it, and whose triumphant bliss he bore in his own bosom, as the 
object of the longing and sighing of the still unredeemed! And who can assert 
that he himself sighed otherwise, before Christ laid hold on him? Thus we here 
listen to the echo of what was once forced from his own breast. Where such 
sighing occurs, it is not the state of grace of the converted, but merely the 
operation of the so-called gratia praeveniens (comp. the Erlangen Zeitschrift, 
1864, 6, p. 878 ff.). 
1 Comp, Ex. x. 17: wspudicw dba’ ised rev bévares revrey, 
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meaning been hoc corpus mortis, and not corpus mortis hajus 
(Vulgate). Comp. Acts v. 20, xiii. 26. The correct explanation 
therefore is: “ Who shall deliver me, so that I be no longer de- 
pendent on the body, which serves as the seat of so shameful a 
death?” or,in other words: “ Who shall deliver me out of 
bondage under the law of sin into moral freedom, in which my 
body shall no longer serve as the seat of this shameful death ?” 
Comp. vil. 9, vi. 6, vii. 5,10 ff; Col.ii. 11. With what vivid 
and true plastic skill does the deeply-stirred emotion of the 
apostle convey this meaning! underneath which, no doubt, 
there likewise lies the longing “ after a release from the sinful 
natural life” (Th. Schott). In detail, tés pe pvdcerae corre- 
sponds with the atypadwrif. we TH voww THs dp. in ver. 23; 
éx Tod owp. With the r@ dvre év tots pédeod wou in ver. 23; and 
rovrov denotes the death as occasioned by the tragic power of 
sin just described also in ver. 23; the genitive relation is the 
same asin vi. 6. The rendering “ mortal body” is condemned 
by the close connection of rovrov with @avarov, whether (in- 
consistently enough with the context, see vv. 23, 25, viii. 1, 2) 
there be discovered in the words the longing for death (Chry- 
sostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, Erasmus, Pareus, Estius, 
Clericus, Balduin, Koppe, and others), or, with Olshausen 
(introducing what is foreign to the argument), the longing 
“only to be redeemed from the mortal body, 1.e. from the body 
that through sin has become liable to perish, so that the Spirit 
may make v alive.” Finally, as in vi. 6, so also here, those 
explanations are to be rejected which, in arbitrary and bold 
deviation from the Pauline usage, take cme not of the human 
body, but as “mortifera peccati massa” (Calvin, Cappel, 
Homberg, Wolf); or: “the system of sensual propensities 
(o@pa), which is the cause of death” (Flatt); or: “ death 
conceived as a monster with a body, that threatens to devour 
the éyw” (Reiche). 

Ver. 25. Not Paul himself for himself alone, but, as is shown 
by the following dpa ovy «.7.X., the same collective “I” that 
the apostle has personated previously, speaks here also—ex- 
pressing, after that anguish-cry of longing, its feeling of deep 
thankfulness toward God that the longed-for deliverance has 
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actually come to it through Christ. There is not change of 
person, but change of scene. Man, still unredeemed, has just 
been bewailing his wretchedness out of Christ; now the same 
man is in Christ, and gives thanks for the bliss that has 
come to him in the train of his cry for help. — evyapiora r. 
Geo] For what? is not expressed, quite after the manner of 
lively emotion; but the question itself, ver. 24, and the da 
I. X., prevent any mistake regarding it. — d:a ’Inood Xpiorod] 
aitlou dvtos Tis evyaptotias ToD Xpictoir abros yap, pci, 
xatwopbacev & o vouos ove nduvnbn avTos pe éppicato ek Tis 
acbeveias to} cwpatos, evdvvapwoas avro, WoTe pyKéte TUpar- 
vetoOat iro Tis apyaptias, Theophylact. Thus, to the apostle 
Christ is the mediator of his thanks,—of the fact ctself, however, 
that he gives thanks to God, not the mediator through whom 
he brings his thanks to God (Hofmann). Comp. oni. 8; 
1 Cor. xv. 57; Col. iii, 17; similar is ey dvouarts, Eph. v. 20. 
— dpa ovv] infers a concluding summary of the chief contents 
of vv. 14-24, from the immediately preceding evyapioTo ... . 
nuov. Seeing, namely, that there lies in the foregoing expres- 
sion of thanks the thought: “it is Jesus Christ, through whom 
God has saved me from the body of this death,” it follows 
thence, and that indeed on a retrospective glance at the whole 
exposition, ver. 14 ff, that the man himself, out of Christ—his 
own personality, alone and conjined to ztself—achieves nothing 
further than that he serves, indeed, with his vots the law of 
God, but with his odp£ is in the service of the law of sin. It 
has often been assumed that this recapitulation does not con- 
nect itself with the previous thanksgiving, but that the latter 
is rather to be regarded as a parenthetical interruption (see 
especially Riickert and Fritzsche) ; indeed, it has even been con- 
jectured that dpa ovy .. .. duaprias originally stood immediately 
after ver.. 23 (Venema, Wassenbergh, Keil, Lachmann, Prae/. 
p- X, and van Hengel). But the right sense of avros éya is 
thus misconceived. It has here no other meaning than J my- 
self, in the sense, namely, J for my own person, without that 
higher saving intervention, which I owe to Christ." The con- 

1 So also, substantially, Hofmann and Th. Schott; comp. Baur, Reithmayr, 
Bisping, Marcker, and Delitzsch, p. 888. Wrongly interpreted by Thomasius, 
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trast with others, which a’rés with the personal pronoun indi- 
cates (comp. ix. 3, xv. 14; Herm. ad Vig. p. 735; Ast, Lex. 
Plat. I. p. 317), results always from the context, and is here 
evident from the emphatic Sia "Incotd Xprorod, and, indeed, so 
that the accent falls on avrés.' Overlooking this antithetic 
relation of the “ J myself,” Pareus, Homberg, Estius, and Wolf 
conceived that Paul wished to obviate the misconception as 
if he were not speaking in the entire section, and from 
ver. 14 onwards in particular, as a regenerate man; Kollner 
thinks that his object now is to establish still more strongly, 
by his own feeling, the truth of what he has previously ad- 
vanced in the name of humanity. Others explain: “just J,” 
who have been previously the subject of discourse (Grotius, 
Reiche, Tholuck, Krehl, Philippi, Maier, and van Hengel; 
comp. Fritzsche: “ipse ego, qui meam vicem deploravi,” and 
Ewald); which is indeed linguistically unobjectionable (Bern- 
hardy, p. 290), but would furnish no adequate ground for the 
special emphasis which it would have. Others, again, taking 
avrds as equivalent to o avros (see Schaefer, Meleé. p. 65; 
Herm. ad Soph. Aniig. 920, Opuse. L p. 332 f.; Dissen ad 
Pind. p. 412): ego wdem: “cui convenit sequens distributio, 
qua videri posset unus homo in duos veluti secari,” Beza. So 
also Erasmus, Castalio, and many others; Klee and Riickert. 
But in this view also the connection of dpa ovy «.7.d. with 
the foregoing thanksgiving is arbitrarily abandoned ; and the 
above use of avrés, a8 synonymous with o avrés, is proper to 
Tonic poetry, and is not sanctioned by the N.T. Olshausen, 
indeed, takes avr. eyo as I, the one and the same (have in me 
a twofold element), but rejects the usual view, that dpa... . 
dpaprias is a recapitulation of ver. 14 ff, and makes the new 
section begin with ver. 25;? so that, after the experience of 


I. p. 278 : according to my Ego proper. The airés iys is, in fact, at the same 
time the subject of the second clause. 

1 It is maintained without due reason by Stallbaum, ad Plat. Phaed. p. 91 A, 
that if aiess stand before the personal pronoun (as here), the latter has the 
emphasis, and vice versa. The striking vivacity of Greek discourse has not 
bound itself down so mechanically. Comp. Bremiad Dem. Phil. I. 24, p. 128 ; 
Herm. Opuac. I. p. 822 ff. In the particular cases the connection must decide. 

2 The section is also made to begin with ver. 25 by Th. Schott and Hofmann; 
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redemption has been indicated by evyapior@ «.7.0., the com- 
pletely altered inner state of the man is now described; in 
which new state the vovs appears as emancipated and serving 
the law of God, and only the lower sphere of the life as still 
remaining under the law of sin. But against this view we 
may urge, firstly, that Paul would have expressed himself in- 
accurately in point of logic, since in that case he must have 
written : dpa ovy adros éyw TH pev capt Sovretw vowed apap- 
tias, T@ 5é vot vou@ Beod; secondly, that according to vv. 2,3, 9 ff. 
the redeemed person is entirely liberated from the law of sin; 
and lastly, that if the redeemed person remained subject to the 
law of sin with the odp£, Paul could not have said ovdéy 
Kataxpia x.7.r. in ver. 1; for see vv. 7-9. Umbreit takes 
it as: even I; a climactic sense, which is neither suggested by 
the context, nor in keeping with the deep humility of the 
whole confession. — SovrAetw voy Qeod] in so far as the desire 
and striving of my moral reason (see on ver. 23) are directed 
solely to the good, consequently submitted to the regulative 
standard of the divine law. At the same time, however, in 
accordance with the double character of my nature, I am sub- 
ject with my oap& (see on ver. 18) to the power of sin, which 
preponderates (ver. 23), so that the direction of will in the vots 
does not attain to the xarepyafecOat. 


Remark 1. The mode in which we interpret vv. 14-25 is of 
decisive importance for the relation between the Church-doctrine 
of original sin, as more exactly expressed in the Formula Con- 
cordiae,' and the view of the apostle; inasmuch as if in ver. 14 ff. 
it is the unredeemed man under the /aw and its discipline, and 
not the regenerate man who is under grace, that is spoken of, 
then Paul affirms regarding the moral nature of the former and 
concedes to it what the Church-doctrine decidedly denies to 


the former with dpa ed», and the latter with sbyapers. But it is only with 
ovdiy xaréxpieo that the new scene opens, of which the cry of thanksgiving, ver. 25, 
was only a previous glimpse broken off again by dpa ody ares bye x.7.A. 

1 It employs our passage (see p. 660) for the inference: ‘‘Si autem in beato 
ap. Paulo et aliis renatis hominibus naturale vel carnale libernm arbitrium 
etiam post regenerationem legi divinae repugnat, quanto magis ante regenera- 
tionem legi et voluntati Dei rebellabit et inimicum erit.” 
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it'—comparing it (Form. Cone. p. 661 f.) with a stone, a block, 
a pillar of salt—in a way that cannot be justified (in opposition 
to Frank, Theol. d. Concordienformel, I. p. 138 f.). Paul clearly 
ascribes to the higher powers of man (his reason and moral 
will) the assent to the law of God; while just as clearly, more- 
over, he teaches the great disproportion in which these natural 
moral powers stand to the predominance of the sinful power in 
the flesh, so that the liberum arbitrium in smiritualibus is want- 
ing to the natural man, and only emerges in the case of the 
converted person (vili. 2). And this want of moral freedom 
proceeds from the power of sin, which is, according to ver. 8 ff., 
posited even with birth, and which asserts itself in opposition 
to the divine law. © 

Remark 2. How many a Jew in the present day, earnestly 
concerned about his salvation, may, in relation to his law, feel 
and sigh just as Paul has here done; only with this difference, 
that unlike Paul he cannot add the tiyapiora ro Or% x40. ! 


3 Comp. Jul. Miiller, v. d. Stinde, II. p. 238 f., ed. 5. 
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Ver. 1. After ’Inootd Elz. has gy) xard cdpxa wspitarosen, &AAG 
xara «veya, Which, following Mill, Griesb. and subsequent 
critics have expunged. The words are wanting either entirely, 
or at least as to the second half, in a preponderance of codd., vss., 
and Fathers, and are an old ivapposite gloss from ver. 4.—Ver. 
2. us] BF GR, Syr. Tert. Chrys. have ot, which Tisch. 8. has 
adopted. Repetition in copying of the preceding syllable— 
Ver. 11. did rd évorxodv airod avsiua] So Griesb., Matth., Scholz, 
Fritzsche, Lachm. and Tisch. 7., following Erasmus, Mill, and 
Bengel. The Recepta, again adopted by Tisch. 8. is da rod 
évoixovwros ausou sveyuaros. The witnesses (for an accurate exami- 
nation of which see Reiche, Commentar. crit. I. p. 54 ff.) are 
so divided, that there is on neither side a decisive preponder- 
ance, although, besides A and C, & also supports the genitive. 
The thought of itself, also, equally admits either reading. A 
decision between them can only be arrived at through the circum- 
stance that the passage came to be discussed in the Macedonian 
controversy, wherein the Macedonians accused the orthodox of 
having falsified the ancient codices, when the latter appealed 
to the Recepta and asserted that it stood in all the ancient 
codd. See Maxim. Dial c. Maced. 3. in Athanas. Opp. II. p. 
452. This charge, though retorted by the orthodox on the 
Macedonians, is worthy of credit, because dd cd x.r.a. alread 
predominates in Origen and the oldest vss. (also Syr. Vulg.) ; 
consequently that assertion of the orthodox appears erroneous. 
The Recepta, indeed, is found in Clem. Strom. III. p. 344, 
Commel. 545. Pott.; but this single trace of its high antiquity 
loses its weight in opposition to the here specially important 
vss. and Origen (also Tert. and Iren.), and in the face of these 
bears the suspicion of orthodox alteration having been wrought 
on the text of Clement. It is possible, however, that even long 
previous to the Macedonian controversy the questions and dis- 
putes respecting the Holy Spirit may have occasioned now and 
again the changing of dé rd x.r.A. into did rod x.A. At all events, 
the dogmatic interest attached to both readings is too great 
and too well attested to admit of da rod x.r.4,. being referred, with 
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Bengel and Fritzsche, to a mere error in copying. In the con- 
troversy the genitive only (as introducing a relation different 
from that obtaining with the previous abstracts 3)’ éuapriay and 
8: dixasoouvnvy) must have been welcome to the orthodox in de- 
fending the personality of the asia. Among modern commen- 
tators, Riickert, Reiche, Philippi, van Hengel, and Hofmann 
have declared for the accusative; whilst de Wette, Krehl, 
Tholuck, and also Ewald, adopt the genitive.—Ver. 13. rot cup. | 
DEFG, Vulg. It. Or. (who, however, gives both readings) al. 
read rij¢ capxés, which Griesb. recommended. An interpretation 
in the sense of the preceding.—Ver. 14. slow vioi @sov] Since 
among the uncials AC DER read vio? sod sic, while BF G 
have viol sisw @sot (so Lachm. and Tisch.), we must regard the 
Recepta as at all events too weakly attested. The preference 
belongs, however, to vio? sicw @s0d, because the omitted siof (it is 
absent also in the Sahid.) would be more easily inserted again at 
the beginning or end than in the middle.—Ver. 23. xa? adroit rv 
dw.r. av. ty, x. nusig adroit] So Elz. The variations are very 
numerous. The readings to be taken into account, besides the 
Recepta, are—(1) xa/ airol r. dwapy, rod wveby. ty. xal abrof: SO 
B, Meth. Tisch. 7.;—(2) x. jusis advo! +. dwapy. + mv, ty. airos: SO 
D FG, Ambros. Fritzsche ;—(8) x. airol vr. dx. r. av. tx. [nueie] xo? 
auroi: so Lachm. and, without bracketing 7%, Tisch. 8., follow- 
ing AC®&, min. Copt. Dam. The first of the three seems to 
have been the original reading; sue% is an addition by way of 
gloss, which was written, in some cases, immediately beside the 
first xa? wirof (thus arose the reading of Fritzsche), and in some 
cases only beside the second, thus producing the reading of A C 
&, as well as the Recepta. With the reading of Fritzsche the 
second xa/ disappeared, because, after the insertion of 7usi¢ had 
taken place in the first part, the subsequent xe? airoi was no 
longer taken analeptically, and therefore xe/ was found to be 
merely confusing. The reading airo/ of rv. da. 1. av. ty, x. Hutis 
airoi has so exceedingly weak attestation, that on that very 
ground it ought (against Bengel and Rinck) to be rejected.— 
viodeoiav] wanting in D F G, codd. of It. Ambrosiaster. But how 
easily it came to be omitted, when the vioéssta was viewed as 
something already possessed !—Ver. 24. ri xaf] B** E FG, Syr. 
Vulg. codd. of It. and some Fathers have only sr. So Lachm. 
But the very absence of need for the xa# occasioned its omission. 
—Ver. 26. rj aod.) Approved by Griesb., adopted also by Lachm. 
and Tisch. But Elz. and Scholz have craig dodevefass, against 
decisive testimony, The sing. is also supported by rij¢ dsjoswe 
in F G, which is an explanatory addition to +4 dots. Comp. 
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Ambros.: “<injirmitatem nostrae orationis.’ The plural was 
substituted for the collective singular. — The reading xpoosvEu- 
web, (Griesb. and others have spocsukéueda) is decisively attested. 
— After imtpervyy. Elz. and Scholz have imip iv, which, 
following ABDEGR®* al. Arm. and Fathers, Lachm. and 
Tisch. have expunged. A defining addition—Ver. 28. After 
owspys7 Lachm. reads 6 @sé¢, in accordance with A B, Or. It was 
readily believed that, on account of ver. 27 and 29, xévra must 
be understood as accusative and God as subject.— Ver. 34. 
wodAAov 38 xed] Lachm. and Tisch. 8. have only wad. 4, in accord- 
ance with A BCR8, min. vss. and Fathers. But between éE and 
Ey. the seemingly unmeaning xe/ was easily overlooked and 
omitted. — The omission of the second xe/ (behind the first 3¢) 
is less strongly attested by A C8, and may be sufficiently ex- 
plained by non-attention to the emphasis of the thrice-used 
word.—Ver. 36. ivexa] According to ABDFGLR 17. al. ivsxsy 
is, with Griesb., Lachm., Tisch., and Scholz, to be substituted. 
See LXX. Ps. xliv. 23.—Ver. 37. rod dyan.] DE FG, vss. and 
Fathers read riv dyaxgoavre, which has against it the Oriental 
witnesses, and seems to be an alteration in accordance with an 
erroneous exposition of ©. dyax. r. Xpiorod in ver. 35 (see the 
exegetical remarks on that passage).—Ver. 38. ol'rs ivsor. obre u5AA., 
ours duvéuei¢] So also Griesb., Lachm., Tisch., and Scholz. But 
Elz. has ors duvcy., ours évesr. ours utr. Against greatly prepon- 
derating evidence. A transposition, because duy, seemed to belong 
to the category of apyai. The evidence in favour of oirs durdy., 
moreover, 18 so decisive and so unanimous, that it cannot, 
with Fritzsche, be regarded as an addition from 1 Pet. iii. 22, 
1 Cor. xv. 24, or Eph. i 21. Tholuck, Philippi, and Ewald 
reject these words. But their various position in different 
witnesses is quite explained by supposing that their place 
behind ws, ag well as their general isolation, were regarded 
as surprising and confusing. 





Chap. viii. Happy condition of man in Christ. — The cer- 
tainty of salvation, which is represented in chap. v. 1 f. as the 
effect of justification by faith, appears here as brought about 
through the moral freedom attained in Christ. We see from 
this, that Paul conceived of faith not otherwise than as pro- 
ducing this freedom; so that faith is not only that which 
appropriates the atonement, but also the continuous subjective 
source and motive power of the divine life up to the final attain- 
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ment of bliss: See Luther's Preface, also his utterances quoted 
by Ritschl, Rechifert u. Versdhnung, I. p. 142 ff, 180 f. 

Vv. 1-11." Accordingly, the Christian is aloof from all con- 
demnation, because he 18 free from the law of sin—a result 
which the Mosare law could not accomplish, but which God has 
accomplished through.Christ. Yet he must live according to the 
Spirit, and not according to the flesh ; for the latter works death, 
but the former life. 

Ver. 1. “Apa] draws an inference from the immediately pre- 
ceding avros eyo .... duaptias. If I, for my own person, left 
to myself, am subject indeed with the reason to the law of 
God, but with the flesh to the law of sin, then it follows that 
now, after Christ (as deliverer from the law of sin, ver 2) 
has interposed, there is no condemnation, etc. This inference, 
and not that one must be in Christ, in order to get rid of every 
condemnation (Hofmann), is indicated by ydp in ver. 2 as a 
matter of fact that has become historical. It is arbitrary to 
seek a connection with anything more remotely preceding 
(Hofmann, Koppe, Fritzsche, Philippi, and Bisping, with evya- 
plore)... . nov in vil. 25; according to Bengel, Knapp, and 
Winzer, with vii. 6); but to suppose in dpa “ a forestalling of 
the following yap” (Tholuck), is linguistically just as mistaken 
as in the case of 60 in ii 1. Moreover, the emphasis is not 
upon voy, but on the prefixed ovdév: no condemnation there- 
fore, none is now applicable, after that avros éyw x«.7.d. has been 
changed through Christ, etc. -This applies against Philippi’s 
objection, that, according to our conception of the connection, 
vov should have been placed at the beginning. But the 
objection, that Paul must have continued with 5é instead of 
dpa, is removed by the observation that in the avros éyw, pro- 
perly understood, really lies the very premiss of the altered 
relation. — viv] temporally, in contrast to the former state of 
the case. Comp. vii. 6. Philippi erroneously holds dpa viv 
as equivalent to dpa ovy — which it never is — being forced 
thereto by the theory that the regenerate person is the subject 
of discussion in chap. vii. 14 ff. Hofmann’s view, how- 


' On vv. 1-11 see Winzer, Progr. 1828. —On ver. 3, particularly the words 
by iuempars cupats duaprias, see Overbeck in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. 1869, p. 178 ff. 
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ever, that viv contrasts the present with the future alwy (even 
now, during the life in the flesh), is also incorrect. Nothing 
in the context suggests it, and it must have been expressed in 
some such way as by 75n, or by a defining addition. — ovdey 
xatdxpiua| sc. dott: no sentence of condemnation (ver. 16), 
whereby God might deny them eternal life, affects them. The 
reason see in ver. 2. — ois ev X.’I.] 1. to those in whose 
case Christ is the element, in which they are (live and move). 
The same in substance, but different in the form of the con- 
ception, is mvedua Xpiotod eyes and Xpioros ev diy in 
vv. 9, 10. 

Ver. 2.1 For the law of the Spirit leading to life delivercd me 
in Christ Jesus from the law of sin and death. For the right 
explanation, it is to be observed—(1.) The vopos 7. au. x. TOD 
Gay. necessarily, in view Of the connection, receives the defini- 
tion of its meaning from chap. vii. 23, 25, as indeed sAev0. 
answers to the aiypadwrif in ver. 23. For this very reason 
neither the moral law (Wolf) nor the Mosaic law (Pareus, de 
Dieu, Semler, Bohme, Ammon, and Reiche) can be meant; the 
latter cannot, for the further reason that, after vii. 7, 12, 16, 
Paul could not thus name the Mosaic voyos here, as Chrysostom 
has already urged. It is rather the law in our members, the 
power of sin in us, which, according to vii. 24, comp. vii. 10, 13, 
as at the same time the power of (eternal) death (nat rod Oavdrov), 
that is meant. The ¢wo are one power, and both genitives are 
genitives of the subject, so that sin and death are regarded as 
ruling over the man. — (2.) Since the vopos 7. dy. «. T. Gav. 
cannot be the Mosaic law, so neither can the contrasted voyos 
7. Tv. THS Cons be the Christian plan of salvation, like vopos 
ator. in iii. 27, but it must be an inward power in the man 
by which the law of sin and death is rendered powerless. It 
is not, however, the vouos tov voos (which had become 
strengthened through Christ), as, following older expositors, 
Morus, Kollner, and Schrader think ; because, on the one hand, 


1 In vv. 2, 3, we have one of the passages that are decisive in opposition to 
the affirmative answer which men have often attempted to give to the question, 
whether the Son of God would have appeared as man, had man not become sinful. 
See generally, Julius Miiller, dogm. Abh. pp. 66 ff.,.82 f. 
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vous and veya are specifically different, and if Paul had 
meant the law of the vois, he must have so designated it, as 
in vii. 23; and, on the other hand, there would result the 
utterly paradoxical idea, that the law of reason (and not the 
divine principle of the wvejyza) makes man morally free. The 
TO Trvedpa THS Cons is rather the Holy Spirit, who, working in- 
wardly in the Christian (ver. 5), procures to him eternal life 
(comp. 2 Cor. iii. 6); and o vopos tod wuedpatos THs Cons is 
the ethically regulative government exercised by the mvevpa (not 
the Spirit Himself, as Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theophylact, 
Maier, and Th. Schott understand it, but His ruling power). — 
év X. °I.] On account of ver 3, to be connected neither with 
‘ was Corps (Luther, Beza, and others, including Bohme, Klee, 
Ewald, and Hofmann), nor with tod avevp. (Flatt; Tholuck: 
“the sphere, in which the Spirit of life operates”), nor with 
vouos (Semler, Reiche), nor with o vou. 7. wv. tr. & (Calvin, 
Kollner, Glockler, Krehl, and others), but with 7r«vépwce. 
So Theodoret, Erasmus, Melancthon, Vatablus, and others, in- 
cluding Riickert, Olshausen, de Wette, Fritzsche, Reithmayr, 
Maier, Philippi, and Bisping. Jn Christ, the law of the Spirit 
has made us free; for oué of Christ this emancipating activity 
could not occur (comp. John vili. 36); but in the fellowship of 
life with Him, in the being and living in Him (ver. 1), the 
deliverance which has taken place has its causal ground. 
The view which takes it of the objective basis that is laid 
down in the appearance and work of Christ, is unsuitable, 
because the discourse treats of the subjective ethical efficacy 
of the Spirit, which has the elvas é&y Xpior@ as the necessary 
correlative. — 7A«v0.| aorist. For it is a historical act, which 
resulted from the effusion of the Spirit in the heart. The 
progressive sanctification is the further development and con- 
sequence of this act. 

Ver. 3. An illustration justifying the & Xpicr@ *Inood 
nrevO, .7.r., just asserted, by a description of the powerfully 
effective actual arrangement, which God has made for the 
accomplishment of what to the law was impossible. — 1d yap 
aduvatov Tod vopuov is an absolute nominative, prefixing a judg- 
ment on the following caréxpwex.7.A. “For the impossible thing 
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of the law—God condemned,” etc. That is, God condemned sin 
in the flesh, which was a thing of impossibility on the part of the 
law. See Kriiger,§ 57. 10, 12. Comp. also Heb. viii. 1, 
and on Luke xxi. 6; Wisd. xvi. 17; Kiihner, II. 1, p. 42. 
It could only be accusative, if we should assume a general 
verb (like ézroijce) out of what follows, which would, however, 
be an arbitrary course (in opposition to the view of Erasmus, 
Luther, and others). The prefixing t. y. aduvv. 7. v. has rheto- 
rical emphasis, in contrast with the év X. ’I.in ver. 2. Comp. 
Dissen, ad Pind. Pyth. iv. 152. On the genitive, comp. Epist. 
ad Diogn. 9: 16 advvarov ths nuerépas picews, what our nature 
could not do. By a harsh hyperbaton Th. Schott takes a 
sense out of the passage, which it does not bear: because the 
ampotence of the law became still weaker through the flesh. 
Erroneous is also Hofmann’s view: “the impotence of the law 
lay or consisted therein, that it was weak through the flesh.” 
The abstract sense of “ powerlesness,” or incapacity, is not borne 
by ro advvaroy at all; but it indicates that which the sulyect 
(here the vopos) ts not in a position for, what is impossible 
to it. See especially Plat. Hipp. maj. p. 295 E; comp. 9. 22; 
Xen. Hist. i. 4. 6: dao tod Tis wonews Suvarod, 2c. from what 
the city is in a position to tender. Moreover, since the words 
taken independently, with Hofmann, would only contain a, pre- 
paratory thought for what follows, Paul would not have had 
asyndetically o Geos, but must have proceeded by a marking of 
the contrast, consequently with o 5é¢ @eds ; so that these words, 
down to xata mvevuae in ver. 4, would still have been in connec- 
tion with yép. And even apart from this, the supplying of the 
substantive verb would :at most only have been indicated for 
the reader in the event of the proposition having been a general 
one with éori/* understood, and consequently if aoOevet, and 
‘not joGéver, were read. —éy & a8. Sud 7. capx.| because tt 
was weak (unable to condemn sin) through the flesh, as is de- 
scribed in chap. vii. On & @, comp. 1 Cor. iv. 4; John 


! Like ver. 1. Paul would have written intelligibly : «3 yap a3ivar. rev vops. bv 
vovry av Sri nebinss; especially as, according to Hofmann, 4» would not be a mere 
copula, but would mean sium erat, constitit in. Mircker, p. 25, nevertheless 
agrees with Hofmann. 
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xvi. 30; Winer, p. 362 [E.T. 484]. Itis our causal in that; 
dia 7. cape. is the cause bringing about the nobéver: through 
the reacting influence of the flesh, vii. 18 ff. — 0 @eds tov éavrot 
x.t.r.| God has, by the fact that He sent His own Son in the 
likeness (see on i 23) of sinful flesh, and on account of sin, 
condemned sin in the flesh, that is, “ God has deposed sin from 
its rule in the odp€ (its previous sphere of power), thereby 
that He sent His own Son into the world in a phenomenal 
existence similar to the sinful corporeo-psychical human 
nature.” — The participle wéuwWas is not an act that preceded 
the xaréxpive (Hofmann, referring it to the supernatural birth) ; 
on the contrary, God has effected the xardxpiots in and with 
the having sent the Son. Respecting this use of the aorist 
participle, comp. on Acts i. 24; Eph. i 5; Rom. iv. 20.— 
éavtov] strengthens the relation to év ow. o. du., and so enhances 
the extraordinary and energetic character of the remedial 
measure adopted by God. Comp. ver. 32. We may add, that 
in the casc of éavrov, as in that of wéuyas (comp. Gal. iv. 4) 
and éy ou. o. au. (comp. Phil. ii. 7), the conception of the pre- 
existence and metaphysical Sonship of Christ is to be recog- 


nised (in opposition to Hofmann); so that the previous popd7 | 


@cov forms the background, although, in that case, the super- 
natural generation is by no means a necessary presupposition 
(comp. on 1. 3f.). See generally, Ernesti, Urspr. d. Sande, I. 
p. 235 ff; Weiss, &b/. Theol. p. 317. — ev opoudspart capKos 
dpaprlas] in the likeness of sinful flesh; duapr. is the genitive 
of quality, as in vi. 6. He might indeed have come év popdh 
Geo, Phil i. 6. But no: God so sent His own Son, that He 
appeared in a form of existence which resembled the fleshly human 
nature affected by sin. The éy indicates in what material 
mode of appearance God caused His sent Son to emerge. He 
came in flesh (1 John iv. 2), and was manifested in flesh 
(1 Tim. iii. 16). Yet He appeared not in sinful flesh, which 


1 In which, however, the idea is not conveyed, that, like a sacrifice, He was 
loaded with the sin of others (Reiche), which was the case only in His death, not 
at His sending. Holsten, following the precedent of Gennadius in Cramer's 
Cat. p. 123, has erroneously apprehended the epg of Christ as having been 
really o&p& &uaprias, and as having thus had the objective principle of duapria, 
which in his case, however, neither attained to subjective consciousness nor to 
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is otherwise the bodily phenomenal nature of all men. More- 
over, His appearance was neither merely bodily, without the 
wvyn (Zeller), which, on the contrary, necessarily belongs to 
the idea of the cap£; nor docetic (Krehl ; comp. Baur’s Gesch. d. 
3. erst. Jahrh. p. 310), which latter error was already advanced 
by Marcion; but it consisted of the general bodily material of 
humanity, to which, however, in so far as the latter was of sinful 
quality, it was not equalized, but—because without that quality 
—only conformed. Comp. Phil ii. 7; Heb. ii. 14, iv. 15. The 
contrast presupposed in the specially chosen expression is not 
the heavenly spirit-nature of Christ (Pfleiderer)—to which the 
mere éy capxi, or év opoumpate advOpwrov, as in Phil. ii. 7, 
would have corresponded—but rather holy unsinfulness. — The 
following x. rept dwapr. adds to the How of the sending (é 
om. capx. apap.) the Wherefore. The emphasis is accordingly 
on epi: and for sin, on account of sin,—which is to be left in 
its generality ; for the following «aréxpive-x«.7.r. brings out 
something special, which God has done with reference to the 
dpaptia by the fact that He sent Christ zrept dwaprias. We 
are therefore neither to refer sept duapr., which affirms by 


subjective act. See Holsten, z. Hv. d. Paul. u. Petr. p. 436 ff. ; comp. also 
Hausrath, neut. Zeitgesch. II. p. 481 f. But if this was the conception which 
Paul had, what was the expression $» éuew«aes meant for? In it lies the very 
negation of the expt auapeias—of the edpg, therefore, s0 far asit had the quality 
of sin. What Holsten advances in explanation of this expression is forced and 
irrelevant, as if it were precisely the reality of the being affected by sin that is 
affirmed. Comp. against this, Sabatier, apétre Paul, p. 285.—Overbeck, along 
with various appropriate remarks in opposition to Holsten, comes nevertheless 
likewise to the conclusion that 3» éuempacs bears, not a negative, but an affir- 
mative relation to the cap &uaprias, although the aueapria of the e¢p% of Christ 
never in His case became conscious wapeéBacis. But that the Son of God was 
sent in sinful flesh—which, according to Pfleiderer also (in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. 
1871, p. 523), is assumed to be implied in our passage as an ethical antinomy— 
would be a paradox opposed to the entire New Testament, which Paul could by 
no means utter (2 Cor. v. 21); and which, in fact, he with marked clearness and 
precision guards against by saying, not iy capx) duaprias, but iv suompars o. du, 
and that in contrast to the quality of the epg of all othera, of which he had just 
predicated by iva iefives ds ois empxés & power 80 antagonistic to God. That 
paradox would have run: is capui wir apuaprias, supis 31 wapaBdosws. Seo also 
Zeller in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. 1870, p. 801 ff., who rightly comes to the con- 
clusion that the eé,% of Christ was of like nature to the cadp§ dpaprias, in so far as 
the latter was a oas¥, but of unlike nature, in so far as it was affected Ly sin, 
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what the sending of the Son was occasioned, exclusively to the 
expiation (Origen, Calvin, Melancthon, and many others, in- 
cluding Koppe, Bohme, Usteri; comp. Baumgarten-Crusius), 
in which case Ovciay (Lev. vii. 37 al.; Ps. xl 6; Heb. 
x. 6, 18) was supplied; nor, with Theophylact, Castalio, and 
others, also Maier and Bisping, exclusively to the destruction 
and doing away of sin. It contains rather the whole category 
of the relations in which the sending of Christ was appointed 
to stand to human sin, which included therefore its expiation 
as well as the breaking of its power. The latter, however, is 
thereupon brought into prominence, out of that general category, 
by «atéxpwe x.7.r. a8 the element specially coming into view. 
Hilgenfeld, in his Zeitschr. 1871, p. 186 f., erroneously, as re- 
gards both the language and the thought (since Christ was the 
veal atoning sacrifice, iii, 25), makes xal mepl dywapr., which 
latter he takes in the sense of sin-offering, also to depend on 
éy omompati. — Karéxpive 7: ap.| This condemnation of sin 
(the latter conceived as principle and power) is that which was 
impossible on the part of the law, owing to the hindrance of 
the flesh. It is erroneous, therefore, to take it as: “ He ez- 
hibited sin as worthy of condemnation” (Erasmus, de Dieu, 
Eckermann), and: “He punished sin” (Castalio, Pareus, 
Carpzov, and others, including Koppe, Riickert, Uster1; comp. 
Olshausen, and Kostlin in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1856, 
p. 115). Impossible to the law was only such a condemnation 
of sin, as should depose the latter from the sway which it had 
hitherto maintained; consequently: He made sin forfeit its 
dominion. This de facto judicial condemnation (a sense which, 
though with different modifications in the analysis of the idea 
conveyed by «aréxp., is retained by Irenaeus, Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, Valla, Beza, Piscator, Estius, Bengel, Reiche, 
Kollner, Winzer, Fritzsche, Baur, Krehl, de Wette, Maier, 
Umbreit, Ewald, and others) is designated by xatéxpwe, with- 
out our modifying its verbal meaning into interfecit (Grotius, 
Reiche, Glockler, and others), in connection with which 
Fritzsche finds this death of the duapria presented as mors 
imaginaria, contained in the physical death of Christ. Various 
expositors, and even Philippi, mix up the here foreign idea of 
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atonement (“to blot out by atoning”*); comp. also Tholuck 
and Hofmann. The expression xaréxpwe is purposely chosen in 
reference to xcataxpia in ver. 1, but denotes the actual con- 
demnation, which consisted in the dominion of the dpapria 
being done away,—its power was lost, and therewith God’s sen- 
tence was pronounced upon it, as it were the staff broken over 
it. Comp. on John xvi. 11; and see Hofmann’s Schri/tb. 
IL 1, p. 355, and Th. Schott, p. 286. Yet Hofmann now 
discovers God’s actual condemnation of sin (“the actual de- 
claration that it is contrary to what is on His part mghtful, 
that it should have man like a bond-serf under its control ”) 
in the emancipation of those who are under sin by bestowal of 
the Spirit,—a view by which what follows is anticipated, and 
that which is the divine aim of the xaréxpwe is included in the 
notion of it.—Observe further the thrice-repeated dpaprtia ; the 
last alone, however, which personifies sin as a power, has the 
article. — év 1H capi] belongs to xatéxp., not to Thy dp. 
(Bengel, Ernesti, Michaelis, Cramer, Rosenmiiller, and Hof- 
mann), because it is not said ry é 7. o., and because this more 
precise definition, to complete the notion of the object, would 
be self-evident and unimportant. But God condemned sin zn 
the flesh: for, by the fact that God’s own Son (over whom, 
withal, sin could have no power) appeared in the flesh, and in- 
deed zrept dpaprtias, sin has lost its dominion in the substantial 
human nature (hitherto ruled over by tt). The Lord’s appear- 
ance in flesh, namely, was at once, even in «self, for sin the 
actual loss of its dominion as a principle; and the atm of that 
appearance, wept ayuaprias, which was attained through the 
death of Christ, brought upon sin that loss with respect to its 

* See, against this, also Rich. Schmidt, Paul. Christol. p. 49 ff. He, however, 
takes riuYes likewise (comp. Hofmann) as prior to the sarixpms, holding that 
the latter, which took place through the death of Christ, had for its immediate 
object the «ép% and sin only as a mediate object. The meaning, in his view, is: 
‘God has pronounced sentence on the flesh, and therewith at the same time on the 
sin dwelling in tt.” The destruction of Christ’s flesh is thus an act of universal 
significance, by which the flesh in general, and therewith also sin itself, has been 
condemned. But the text clearly and expressly assigns, not the flesh, but cay 
duapriar, as the immediate object of xacrixp:s, so that an impartial exegesis can 
only discover in i» cy eapxi where, i.e. in what material sphere, the act of the 
xavaxpivuy ray &nape. has taken place, 
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totality. Thus, by the two facts, God has actually deprived it 
of its power in the human cap€; and this phenomenal nature 
of man, therefore, has ceased to be its domain. Hofmann, 
. without reason, objects that 7. dzapr. must in that case have 
stood before xaréxpwe. The main emphasis, in fact, lies on 
xaréxpwe tT. dpapt., to which then éy 7. capexi is added, with 
the further emphasis of a reference to the causal connection. 
Many others take év 7. capxi as meaning the body of Christ ; 
holding that in this body put to death sin has been put to 
death at the same time (Origen, Beza, Grotius, Reiche, Usteri, 
Olshausen, Maier, Bisping, and others); or that the punish- 
ment of sin has been accomplished on His body (Heumann, 
Michaelis, Koppe, and Flatt). But against this it may be 
urged, that plainly év 7. capt corresponds deliberately to the 
previous dia 7. capxos; there must have been ad’rod used along 
with it. Comp. Baur, neutest. Theol. p. 160 f. 

Ver. 4. The purpose which God had in this xaréxp. T. dp. év 
T. 0. was: in order that (now that the rule of sin which hindered 
the fulfilment of the law has been done away) the rightful 
requirement of the law might be fulfilled, ete. — 70 Six. 7. vopov] 
Quite simply, as in i. 32, ii. 26 (comp. also on v. 16, and 
Kriiger on Thuc. i. 41. 1): what the law has laid down as tts 
rightful demand. The singular comprehends these collective 
(moral) claims of right as a wnity.' Others, contrary to the 
signification of the word, have taken it as justificatio (Vulg.), 
understanding thereby sometimes the making righteous as the 
aim of the law, which desires sinlessness (Chrysostom and his 
followers, including Theodore of Mopsuestia), sometimes ¢he 
satisfaction of justice (Rothe; comp. on v. 16). Koliner, fol- 
lowing Eckermann, makes it the justifying sentence of the law: 
“that the utterance of the law, which declares as righteous, 


1 Many of the older dogmatic exegetes (see especially Beza, Calvin, Calovius, 
and Wolf in loc.) have explained the demand of the law, and the mode of its ful- 
filment, contrary to the context (since what is here spoken of is the proper 
morality of the Christian as emancipated), in such a way that the law’s demand 
is to be understood as well of the punishments which it would require for trans- 
gression, as of the perfect obedience which it desires to have ; Christ having ful- 
filled both by His double obedience in our stead, so that the demand of the law 
is fulfilled in us (by imputation). 
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and thus not only frees from the punishment of sin, but secures 
also the reward of righteousness, might be fulfilled on us, if we,” 
etc. Substantially so (Sue. = sententia absolutoria), Fritzsche, 
Philippi, and Ewald (“the verdict of the law, since it has con- 
demnation only for the sinners, and good promises for the re- 
mainder, Deut. xxviii 1-14”). But against this it may be urged, 
first, that Svcalwpya +. voyov, because the genitive is a rule-pre- 
scribing subject, cannot, without urgent ground from the context, 
be taken otherwise than as demand, rightful claim (comp. also 
Luke i. 6; Heb. ix. 1, 10; LXX. Num. xxxi. 21); secondly, 
that vv. 3, 4 contain the proof, not for ovdéy xaraxpiya in ver. 
1, but for ver. 2, and consequently iva... iv must be the 
counterpart of the state of bondage under the law of sin and 
death (ver. 2)—the counterpart, however, not consisting in the 
freedom from punishment and the certainty of reward, but in 
the morally free condition in which one does what the law 
demands, being no longer hampered by the power of sin and 
death, so that the fulfilment of the Stcaiwpa tod vopov is the 
antithesis of the duaptia so strongly emphasized previously ; 
thirdly, that rots 7)... wvedua is not the condition of justi- 
fication (that is faith), but of the fulfilment of the law; and 
finally, that in ver. 7, T@ yap voup 7. Beod ody vrordaceras, 
ovdé yap Sivaras is manifestly the counterpart of 1d Sex. 7. vouou 
amAnpwoOn in ver. 3.— adnpwO7] as in Matt. iii 15; Acts 
xiv. 26; Rom. xu. 8; Gal v. 14, al. Those commentators 
who take ducalwua as sententia absolutoria take wp. as may 
be accomplished on us (év Hpuiv). — év ypiv] Not: through us, nor 
yet: in us, which is explained as either: in our life-actinity 
(de Wette), or as referring to the inward fulfilling of the law 
(Reiche, Klee, and Hofmann), and to the fact that God fulfils 
it an man (Olshausen; comp. Tholuck); but, as shown by the 
following tots... mwepurarovow «.7.r.: on us, So that the ful- 
filling of the law's demand shall be accomplished and made 
manifest in the entire walk and conversation of Christians. 
This by no means conveys the idea of a merely outward action 
(as Hofmann objects), but includes also the inner morality 
accordant with the law; comp. Ernesti Lthik d. Ap. P. p. 69 f. 
Regarding this use of éy, see Bernhardy, p. 211 f.; Winer, 
ROM. IL D 
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p. 361 [E. T. 483]. The passive form (not: ta wAnpwowper) 
is in keeping with the conception that here the Jaw, and that 
so far as it must be fulfilled, stands out in the foreground of the 
divine purpose. The accomplishment of its moral requirement 
is supposed to present itself as realized in the Christian, and 
that advvaroy rot vouov of ver. 3 is assumed to be thereby 
remedied.—rois uu) Kata odpKa K.7.r.|] quippe qui ambularemus, 
etc. These words give negatively and positively the specific 
moral character, which is destined to be found in Christians, 
so far as the just requirement of the law is fulfilled in them. 
The 7 is here, on account of the connection with wa, quite 
according to rule; Baeumlein, Partik. p. 287 £ In what that 
fulfilment manifests itself (Hofmann) Paul does not say,’ but 
he announces the moral regulative that is to determine the 
inward and outward life of the subjects. He walks according 
to the flesh, who obeys the sinful lust dwelling in the capé 
(vii. 18); and he walks according to the Spirit, who follows the 
guidance, the impelling and regulating power (ver. 2), of the 
Holy Spirit. The one excludes the other, Gal v. 16. To take 
mvevpa without the article (which, after the nature of a proper 
noun, it did not at all need), in a subjective sense, as the pneu- 
matic nature of the regenerate man, produced by the Holy 
Spirit (see esp. Harless on Eph. ii 22, and van Hengel)—as it 
is here taken, but independently of the putting the article, 
by Bengel, Riickert, Philippi, and others, following Chrysostom 
—is erroneous, See on Gal v.16. Itnever means, not even 
in contrast to odp£,? the “renewed spiritual nature of man” 
(Philippi), but the sanctifying divine principle itself, objectively, 
and distinct from the human avedpa. The appeal to John 
lii, 6 is erroneous. See on that passage. 

Ver, 5. The apostle regards the description just given, rots 
pn) xaTdé oapKxa «.7.d., 8s too important not to follow it up 
with a justification corresponding with its antithetical tenor. 

1 This would have required the objective negation, since the negation would 
attach to xara edpxe. In Plut. Lyc. 10, 19 (in opposition to Hofmann), the 
negation stands along with the participle, and the relation of dependence is 
given in the text. See Hartung, Partikell. II. p. 182. 


2 Observe that in ver. 10 the contrast is not edt, but e#p~a—in opposition to 
Pfleiderer in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. 1871, p. 177. 
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This he bases on the opposite dpovety of the subjects, accord- 
ing to their opposite moral quality, so that the emphasis lies, 
not upon Spyres and dpovodow (Hofmann, “as the being of the 
Ego is, so is also its mental tendency”), but, as shown by the 
antithesis o¢ 6¢ «.7.X., simply on xara odpxa and x. mvedpa. 
The dvres might be entirely omitted; and ¢povotcw is the 
predicate to be affirmed of both parties, according to its dif- 
ferent purport in the two cases. — ot xara o. dvres] A wider 
conception (they who are according to the flesh) than of x. o. 
wep. The latter is the manifestation in life of the former. 
— Ta TIS o. hpov.| whose thinking and striving are directed to 
the interests of the flesh (the article rijs. o. makes the odp£ 
objective as something independent); so that thus, according to 
vii. 21 ff, the fulfilment of the law is at variance with their 
efforts. Comp. on ¢pov. Matt. xvi. 23; Phil. iii. 19; Col. 
iii, 2; Plat. Rep. p. 505 B; 1 Macc. x. 20, 

Ver. 6. A second ydp. The former specified the reason 
(ver. 5), this second is explicative (namely) ; a similar repetition 
and mutual relation of ydép being common also in Greek 
authors. Comp. xi 24; see on Matt. vi. 32, xviii. 11; and 
Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 340; Kiihner, II. 2, p. 856. — The 
striving of the flesh, namely (comp. vots tis capxos in Col. 
i. 18), tends to bring man to (eternal) death (through sin), but 
the striving of the Holy Spirit to conduct him to (eternal) lzfe 
and blessedness (of the Messianic kingdom). The explanation: the 
striving . .. has death as zs consequence (Riickert, de Wette, 
and many others), is right as to fact (comp. vi. 21), but fails 
to bring out the personifying, vivid form of the representation, 
which, moreover, does not permit us to introduce the analytic 
reflection, that the enmity against God is the desire of the 
flesh “of ztself,” and that it is death “on account of God” 
(Hofmann, Schrifibew. I. p. 563). That death is God's penal 
decree, is true ; but this thought does not belong here, where it 
is simply the destructive effort of the cap& itself that is in- 
tended to be conveyed, and that indeed, in accordance with the: 
prevailing concrete mode of description, as a conscious effort, a 
real dpovety, not as an impulse that makes the Ego its captive 
(Hofmann), since the same predicate ¢povnua applies to the 
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oapé as well as to the avedua. On eipnyn, blessedness, comp. 
ii 10. Understood in the narrower sense (peace with God), 
it would yield a hysteronproteron, which Fritzsche actually 
assumes. 

Ver. 7. Avr] propterea quod, introduces the reason why 
the striving of the flesh can be nothing else than death, and 
that of the Spirit nothing else than life and blessedness : 
for the former ts enmity against God, the source of life ; comp. 
Jas. iv. 4. The establishment of the second half of ver. 6 Paul 
leaves out for the present,and only introduces it subsequently at 
vv. 10,11, in another connection of ideas. —The éyOpa eis @eov 
has its ground assigned by r@ ¥. vou@ t. O. ody iHrordccerat, 
of which ro dpovnua rhs capxos is still the subject (not 7 odpé, 
as Hofmann quite arbitrarily supposes) ; and the inward cause 
of this reality based on experience is afterwards specified by 
ovdé yap Suvaras ( for it is not even possible for it). — dvvarat] 
namely, according to its unholy nature, which maintains an 
antagonistic attitude to the will of God. This does not ex- 
clude the possibility of conversion (comp. Chrysostom), after 
which, however, the odp£ with its Ppovnua is ethically dead 
(Gal. v. 24). Comp. vi. 6 ff. 

Ver. 8. 4é] is not put for ovv (Beza, Calvin, Koppe, and 
others; comp. also Riickert and Reiche), but is the simple 
peraBatixoy (autem), which, after the auxiliary clauses Té y. 
voum ... Suvarat, leads over to a relation corresponding to 
the main proposition ro ¢p. 7. odpk. &Opa eis Ocov, and re- 
ferring to the persons in the concrete. The propriety of this 
connection will at once be manifest if ro y. voyw .. . Sivarat 
be read more rapidly (like a parenthesis). According to 
Hofmann, the progress of thought is now supposed to advance 
from the condemnation of sin to the freedom from death. But 
such a scheme corresponds neither with the preceding, in which 
sin and death were grouped together (vv. 2, 6), nor with what 
follows, where in the first instance there is no mention of 
death, and it is only in ver. 10 f. that the special point is 
advanced of the raising from the dead. — év capxi] is in sub- 
stance the same as xata odpxa in ver. 5; but the form of the 
conception is: those who are in the flesh as the ethical life- 
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element, in which they subsist, and which is the opposite of 
the elyas éy mvevpate in ver. 9, and éy Xpwr@ in ver. 1. 
Comp. on vii. 5. The one excludes the other, and the former, 
as antagonistic to God, makes the apéoat @e@ (comp. 1 Thess. 
li. 15, iv. 1) an impossibility. 

Ver. 9. Antithetic (ye on the other hand) application of 
ver. 8 to the readers. — eizrep] To take this word as quando- 
quidem, with Chrysostom and others, including Olshausen, is 
not indeed contrary to linguistic usage, since, like ed in the 
sense of émef (Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. p. 195), etzrep also 
is used in the sense of ézreimep (see Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. 
vi. 1. 26). But in the present instance the context does not 
afford the smallest ground for this view; on the contrary, the 
conditional signification: tf certainly, if otherwise (see Klotz, 
ad Devar. p. 528; Baeuml. Partik. p. 202), is perfectly suit- 
able, and with it the following antithetic «¢ 5€ corresponds. 
It conveys an indirect incitement to self-examination. We may 
add that Paul might also have written e/ye without changing 
the sense (in opposition to Hermann’s canon, ad Viger. p. 834). 
See on 2 Cor. v. 3; Gal iii 4; Eph. iii. 2. — oie? & tpiv] 
That is, has the seat of His presence and activity in you. The 
point of the expression is not the constantly abiding (“ stabile 
domicilium,” Fritzsche and others; also Hofmann); in that 
case it would have needed a more precise definition (see, on the 
contrary, the simple ove éye. that follows). Respecting the 
matter itself and the conception, see 1 Cor. iii. 16, vi. 17, 19 ; 
2 Tim. i. 14 ; John xiv. 23. Comp. also Ev. Thom. 10: wvetyua 
cod evorxet ev r@ Tadim TovT@. See passages from Rabbinic 
writers on the dwelling of the Holy Spirit in man, quoted by 
Schoettgen, p. 527; Eisenmenger, entdecktes Judenthum, I. p. 
268. The év wvevpyart, which is not to be taken as “in the 
spiritual nature ” (Philippi), and the av. Qeovd oixed ev tpiv 
said with a siznificant more precise definition of avedya, stand 
towards one another in an essential mutual relation. The 
former is conditioned by the latter; for if the Spirit of God do 
not dwell in the man, He cannot be the determining element 
in which the latter lives. Compare the Johannine: “ye in 
me, and I in you.” According to Hofmann, the relation con- 
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sists in the Spirit being on the one hand, “as active life-grownd,” 
the absolutely ¢nward, and on the other “as active ground of 
all life,” that which embraces all lwing. This, however, is a 
deviation from the specific strict sense of the srvetua, which, in 
accordance with the context, can only be that Holy Spirit who 
is given to believers ; and the concrete conception of the apostle 
receives the stamp of an abstraction. — ef 5é tus wvedpa Xpictov 
«.7.r.] Antithesis of eizrep . . . iuiv, rendering very apparent the 
necessity of that assumption. “Jf, on the other hand, any one 
have not the Spirit of Christ, he does not belong to Him,” is not 
in communion of life with Christ, is not a true Christian; for 
avrov refers to Christ, not to God (van Hengel). Moreover, 
it is not the non-Christians, but the seeming-Christians (comp. 
1 John iv. 13), who are characterized as those who have not 
the Spirit. — avetpa Xpicrod| (comp. Phil i 19; 1 Pet. 
i. 11) is none other than the Holy Ghost, the Spirit of God. 
He is so called because the exalted Christ really communicates 
Himself to His own in and with the Paraclete (John xiv.), so 
that the Spirit is the living principle and the organ of the 
proper presence of Christ and of His life in them.’ Comp. 
on 2 Cor. iii, 16; Gal. ii, 20, iv. 6; Eph. iii 17; Col. i. 27; 
Acts xvi. 7. That ¢his, and not perchance the endowment of 
Christ with the Spirit (Fritzsche), is the view here taken, is 
clearly proved by the following ef d¢ Xpscrés ev buiv, Comp. 
Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 346. The designation of the Holy Spirit 
by wv. Xptcrod is purposely selected in order to render very 
conspicuous the truth of the ov« éorw avrov. Kollner wrongly 
lays down a distinction between the Spirit of God and the 
Spirit of Christ ; making the former the highest avevpa, the 
source and perfection of all avedjpa, and the latter the higher 
God-resembling mind that was manifested in Christ. But a dis- 
tinction between them is not required by vv. 10, 11 (see on 
that passage), and is decisively forbidden by Gal. iv. 6, com- 
pared with Rom. viii. 14-16. We cannot even say, therefore, 
with Umbreit: “the Spirit of Christ is the medium, through 
which man obtains the Spirit of God ;” nor, with van Hengel, 


1 Bengel: ‘‘testimonium illustre de sancta Trinitate ejusque oeconomia in 
corde fidelium.” 
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who compares Luke ix. 55: “si vero quis Spiritum, qui Christt 
est, cwm eo non habet communem,’ with which Paul would here 
be aiming at the (alleged) Judaism of the Romans. 

Ver. 10. The contrast to the foregoing. “Whosoever has 
not the Spirit of Christ, is not His; «f, on the other hand, 
Christ (ze. wvedpa Xpirrod, see on ver. 9) is in you,” then ye 
enjoy the following blissful consequences :—(1) Although the 
body is the prey of death on account of sin, nevertheless the 
Spirit is life on account of righteousness, ver. 10. (2) And 
even the mortal body shall be revivified by Him who raised 
up Christ from the dead, because Christ’s Spirit dwelleth in 
you, ver. 11—vVv. 10 and 11 have been rightly interpreted 
as referring to life and death «nm the proper (physical) sense by 
Augustine (de. pecc. merit. et rem. i. '7), Calvin, Beza, Calovius, 
Bengel, Michaelis, Tholuck, Klee, Flatt, Riickert, Reiche, 
Glockler, Usteri, Fritzsche, Maier, Weiss Uc. p. 372, and 
others. For, jirst, on account of the apostle’s doctrine regard- 
ing the connection between sin and death (v. 12) with which 
his readers were acquainted, he could not expect his 7. capa 
vexp. Ov’ dy. to be understood in any other sense; secondly, 
the parallel between the raising up of Christ from death, which 
was in fact bodily death, and the quickening of the mortal 
bodies does not permit. any other view, since Cwo7. stands 
without any definition whatever altering or modifying the 
proper sense; and Jastly, the proper sense is in its bearing 
quite in harmony with the theme of ver. 2 (which is discussed 
in vv. 3-11): for the life of the Spirit unaffected by physical 
death (ver. 10), and the final revivification also of the body (ver. 
11), just constitute the highest consummation, and as it were 
the triumph, of the deliverance from the law of sin and death 
(ver. 2). These grounds, collectively,’ tell at the same time 
against the divergent explanations: (1) that in vv. 10,11 itis 
spiritual death and life that are-spoken of; so Erasmus, Piscator, 

1 They do not permit, moreover, any such widening of the idea, as Philippi 
and Hofmann give to it. The former declares death to be, like the cae itself, 
spiritual-bodily ; as such it is even now the overruling principle, inhabiting soul 
and body. According to Hofmann, the body is meant as in that death-condition 


which only finds its conclusson in dying, but in virtue of all this there is already 
present that, which makes the body incapable of being a manifestation of true life. 
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Locke, Heumann, Ch. Schmidt, Stolz, Bohme, Benecke, Kollner, 
Schrader, Stengel, Krehl, and van Hengel. (2) That ver. 10 
is to be taken in the spiritual, but ver. 11 in the proper 
sense ; so Origen, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, Grotius, 
Koppe, Olshausen, Reithmayr, and others; de Wette unites 
the moral and physical sense in both verses, comp. also Nielsen 
and Umbreit; see the particulars below. — vexpev] With this 
corresponds the Oyyrdin ver.11. It conveys, however, the idea 
“conditions mortis obnoxium” (Augustine) more forcibly, and 
so as vividly to realize the certain result—je is dead !—a, pro- 
lepsis of the final fate, which cannot now be altered or avoided. 
Well is it said by Bengel: “magni vi; morti adjudicatum 
deditumque.” Our body is a corpse! Analogous is the éyw 
S¢ améOavoy in vii. 10, though in that passage not used in 
the sense of physical death ; comp. Rev. iii. 1; also &upuyov 
vexpov, Soph. Ant. 1167; Epict. fr. 176 : yuydpiov ef Bacragov 
vexpov. The commentators who do not explain it of physical 
death are at variance. And how surprising the diversity! 
Some take vexp. as a favourable predicate, embracing the new 
birth = avatwbév +7 dpaptia (so with linguistic inaccuracy 
even on account of & dy., Origen, Chrysostom, Theodoret, 
Oecumenius, Theophylact, and with various modifications, also 
Erasmus, Raphel, Grotius, Locke, Heumann, Bohme, Baum- 
garten-Crusius, Reithmayr, and Mircker; comp. van Hengel, 
“mortui instar ad inertiam redactum”). Others take it as: 
miserable by reason of sin (Michaelis, Koppe, Kollner), comp. 
de Wette: “Even in the redeemed there still remains the 
sinful inclination as source of the death, which expresses its 
power ;” Krehl as: “ morally dead ;” Olshausen: “ not in the 
glory of its original destiny ;” Tholuck: in the sense of vil. 
10 f., but also “including in itself the elements of moral 
life-disturbance and of misery.” Since, however, it is the 
body that is just spoken of, and since 6: dyapriay could only 
bring up the recollection of the proposition in v. 12, every 
view, which does not understand it of bodily death, is con- 
trary to the context and far-fetched,’ especially since @ynta in 


1 Even though it be explained with Ewald, referring to vi. 2 f£, ‘‘dead on 
account of sin, in order that the latter should not again rule.” Comp. van 
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ver. 11 corresponds to it.— &’ duapriay] The ground: on 
account of sin, in consequence of sin (Kiihner, II. 1, p. 419), 
which is more precisely known from v. 12. Death, which 
has arisen and become general through the entrance of sin 
into the world, can be averted in no case, not even in that 
of the regenerate man. Hence, even in his case, the body is 
vexpov 8’ duapriay, But how completely different is it in his 
case with the spirit! To avedua, namely, in contrast to the 
capa, is necessarily not the transcendent (Holsten) or the Holy 
Spirit (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Calvin, Grotius, and others) ; 
nor yet, as Hofmann turns the conception, the spirit which we 
now have when Christ is in us and Hts rightcousness 28 ours ; 
but simply our human spirit, i.e. the substratum of the per- 
sonal self-consciousness, and as such the principle of the higher 
cognitive and moral activity of life as directed towards God, 
different from the yvy7, which is to be regarded as the po- 
tentiality of the human natural life. The faculty of the 
mvevua is the vovs (vil. 25), and its subject the moral Ego 
(vil. 15 ff). That the spirit of those who are here spoken of 
is filled with the Holy Spirit, is in itself a correct inference 
from the presupposition e? Xpuoros év vyiv, but is not implied in 
the word ro wvevua, as if this meant (Theodoret and de Wette) 
the human spirit pervaded by the Divine Spirit, the pneu- 
matic essence of the regenerate man. That is never the case; 
comp. on ver. 16. — fwy] ie. life is his essential element ; 
stronger than &%, the reading of F.G. Vulg. and mss. of the It. 
Comp. vi. 7. With respect to the spirit of the true Christian, 
therefore, there can be no mention of death (which would of 
necessity be e¢ernal death); comp. John xi. 26. He is eter- 
nally alive, and that 1a Sicacoavvny, on account of righteousness ; 
for the eternal €w7 is based on the justification that has taken 
place for Christ’s sake and is appropriated by faith. Riickert, 
Reiche, Fritzsche, Philippi (comp. also Hofmann), following the 
majority of ancient expositors, have properly taken S:«ato- 
cuvny thus in the Pauline-dogmatic sense, seeing that the moral 
righteousness of life (Erasmus, Grotius, Tholuck, de Wette, 


Hengel: ‘‘ne peccati principio serviat.” But how gratuitously is this negative 
sense imported into the positive expression ! 
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Klee, and Maier), because never perfect (1 Cor. iv. 4; Phil. 
iii, 9, al.), can never be ground of the fw7. If, however, 
Sia Stxasoovynv be rendered: for the sake of righteousness, “in 
order that the latter may continue and rule” (Ewald, comp. 
van Hengel), it would yield no contrast answering to the cor- 
rect interpretation of vexpoy 6: ay. It is moreover to be 
noted, that as 6:’ auapr. does not refer to one’s own individual 
sin (on the contrary, see on é¢’  adyres fuaprtoy, v. 12), so 
neither does d:a Stxacoovvny refer to one’s own righteousness. 
— Observe, further, the fact that, and the mode in which, the 
Sixcatoovyn may be lost according to our passage, namely, if 
Christ is not in us,—a condition, by which the moral nature 
of the Scxaocvvn is laid down and security is guarded against. 
Ver. 11. According to ver. 10, there was still left one power 

of death, that over the body. Paul now disposes of this also, 
and hence takes up again, not indeed what had just been in- 
ferred (Hofmann, in accordance with his view of ro mvebdya, 
ver. 10), but the idea conditioning it, e¢ 5¢ X. év vyu.; not, 
however, in this form, but, as required by the tenor of what 
he intends to couple with it, in the form: ei 8¢ t. wv. rod 
eyesp. °I. dx vexp. oixet év viv. In substance the two are 
identical, since the indwelling of the Divine Spirit in us is the 
spiritual indwelling of Christ Himself in us. See on ver. 9. 
— The 5é, therefore, simply carries on the argument, namely, 
from the spirit which is Sw7 (ver. 10), to the quickening that is 
certain even in the case of the mortal body (for observe the 
position of the xal). The apostle’s inference is: “The Spirit 
who dwelleth in you is the Spirit of Him that raised up Jesus ; 
consequently God will also, with respect to your bodies, as 
dwelling-places of His Spirit, do the same as He has done in 
the case of Christ.” The self-evident presupposition in this 
inference is, that the Spirit of God dwelt in Jesus during His 
earthly career (Luke iv. 1, 14,18; Acts 1 2; John iii 34, 
xx. 22). — lworroujoes] Not éyepet, but the correlate of fon, 
ver. 10 (comp. ver. 6), and counterpart of vexpov and Ovnrd, is 
purposely selected. Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 22. — @ynrad] What he 
had previously expressed proleptically by vexpdv, he here 
describes according to the reality of the present by Oyyra, 
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Observe, moreover, that Paul leaves out of view the fate of 
those still laving at the Parousia. Their change is not included 
in the expression fworomoes (Hofmann),—a view which 
neither the sense of the word (comp. iv. 17 ; 1 Cor. xv. 22, 36; 
1 Pet. iii, 18; John v. 21) nor the correlation with éyelpas 
permits. But to the readers’ consciousness of faith it was 
self-evident from the analogy of what is here said to them with 
reference to the case of their being already dead at the 
Parousia ; 1 Cor. xv. 51; 2 Cor. v. 2-4; 1 Thess. iv. 15-17. — 
On the interchange of "Incody and tov Xpurrov Bengel rightly 
remarks: “ Appellatio Jesu spectat ad ipsum ; Christi refertur 
ad nos ;” for Jesus as Christ is destined to be the archetype 
for believers even in an eschatological respect. — ds to 
évotxouy «.7.r.] on account of His Smrit that dwelleth wn you. 
Observe the emphatic prefixing of the avroi relating to God. 
How could God, the Raiser up of Christ, who was the pos- 
sessor of His Spirit, leave the bodies of believers, which are 
the dwelling-places of the same Spirit, without quickening ? 
The more characteristic évotxody (previously it was only otxe?) 
is a climax to the representation. — Kollner’s explanation 
may serve to exemplify the conception of our passage in an 
ethical sense (Erasmus, Calvin, and many others): “So will He 
who raised up Jesus from the dead bring to life also your 
bodies that are still subject to death (sin and misery), that is, 
ennoble also your sensuous natwre and so perfect you entirely.” 
But even apart from this arbitrary interpretation given to the 
simple 6ynrd (which ought rather with van Hengel to be inter- 
preted: “quamquam mortalia tdeoque minoris mumere sunt”), 
how diffuse and verbose would be the whole mode of express- 
ing the simple thought! How utterly out of place this dualism 
of the representation, as if the divine work of the moral revivi- 
fication of the body were something independent, alongside ot 
and subsequent to that of the spirit! See, moreover, generally 
on ver. 10, and the appropriate remarks of Reiche, Commentar 
cru. Lp. 62 ff Lastly, according to de Wette’s combination 
of the two senses—the moral and the physical—the thought 
is: “This death-overcoming Spirit of God shall destroy more 
and more the principle of sin and death in your bodies, and 
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instead of it introduce the principle of the life-bringing Spirit 
into your whole personality, even into the body itself,”—a 
thought which opens up the prospect of the future resurrec- 
tion or change of the body. But the resurrection will be 
participated in by all believers at once, independently of the 
development noticed in our passage, by which their bodies 
would have first to be made ripe for it; and even the change 
of the living at the Parousia is, according to 1 Cor. xv. 51 ff, 
not a process developed from within outwardly, but a result 
produced in a twinkling from without (at the sound of the last 
trumpet),—a result, which cannot be the final consequence of 
the gradual inward destruction of the principle of sin and 
death, because in that case all could not participate in it 
simultaneously, which nevertheless is the case, according to 
1 Cor. xv. 51. Notwithstanding, this view, which combines 
the spiritual and bodily process of glorification, has been again 
brought forward by Philippi, according to whom what is here 
meant is the progressive merging of death into life, which can 
only be accomplished’ by the progressive merging of sin into 
the righteousness of life, and of the o@pa into the veya (2). 
The simple explanation of the resurrection of the body is 
rightly retained by Tholuck, Umbreit, Hofmann, Weiss, and 
others ; whilst Ewald contents himself with the indeterminate 
double sense of eternal life beginning in the mortal body. 

Vv. 12-17. Accordingly we are bound not to live carnally, 
for that brings death; whereas the government of the Spirit, on the 
other hand, brings life, because we, as moved by the Spirit, are 
children of God, and as such are sure of the future glory. 

Ver. 12. “Apa ovv] Draws the inference not merely from 
ver. 11, but from the contents closely in substance bound up 
together of vv. 10,11. “Since these blissful consequences 
are conditioned by the Spirit that dwelleth in us, we are not 


' If it be attempted to apply this view to the different subjects concerned, the 
absurdity is encountered, that it is incapable of application to all those to 
whom no time is afforded between their conversion and their death, or between 
their conversion and the Parousia, for the development of the alleged spiritual- 
bodily process of glorification. This exposition, therefore, yields an idea which 
would even @ priori, in the generality in which Paul would have expressed 
it, lack truth, 
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bound to give service to the flesh.” That has not deserved well 
of us!—ov TH capxi . . . Siv) In the lively progress of his 
argument, Paul leaves the counterpart, aAAd T@ avevpati, ToD 
xara mvetpa Gv, without direct expression ; but it results self- 
evidently for every reader from ver. 13.— Tov «. o. Gv] in 
order to live carnally. This would be the aim of our relation 
of debt to the flesh, if such a relation existed ; we should have 
the carnal mode of life for our ¢ask. Fritzsche thinks that it 
belongs to od.: “Sumus debitores non carni obligati, nempe 
debitores vitae ex carnis cupiditatibus instituendae;” so also 
Winer, p. 306 [E. T. 410]. But in Gal. v. 3 Paul couples 
it with the simple infinitive; as in Soph. 4j. 587, Eur. Rhes. 
965. Since he here says rod Gy, that telic view is all the 
more to be preferred, by which the contents of the obliga- 
tion (so Hofmann) is brought out as its destination for us. 
The idea conveyed by xara cdpxa Soy is that of being alive 
(contrast to dying) according to the rule and standard of odp€, 
so that odp£ is the regulative principle. The more precise and 
definite idea: carnal bliss (Hofmann), is not expressed. We 
should note, moreover, +7 capxt with the article (personified), 
and xara odpxa without it (qualitative), ver. 5. 

Ver. 13. Reason for ver. 12—“ for so ye would attain the 
opposite of your destination, as specified in vv. 10,11.” The 
péArewy (comp. iv. 24) indicates the “ certum e constitutum esse 
secundum vim (divini) fati.” Ellendt, Lex. Soph. II. p. 72. — 
amrobynoxew] The opposite of the fw in ver. 10 f.; conse- 
quently used of the being transferred into the state of eternal 
death; and then fyoecfe in the sense of eternal life (see 
ver. 17). Comp. vii. 10, 24, viii. 6,10. This dying does 
not exclude the resurrection of the body (Riickert), but points 
to the unblissful existence in Hades before (Luke xvi. 23) and 
after (comp. Matt. x. 28) the judgment. If it were true that 
Paul did not believe in a resurrection for unbelievers, he 
would stand in direct antagonism to John v. 28 f.; Acts 
xxiv. 15; Matt. v. 29 f., x. 28; and even 1 Cor. xv. 24 (see 
on that passage). Here also Philippi combines bodily, spi- 
ritual, and eternal death; but see above,on Rom. v.12. And 
here it may be specially urged against this view, that the dying 
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and living are assigned purely to the region of the future. 
Oecumenius aptly says: tov a0dvarov Odvatoy ev rR yeevvn. — 
avevpatt| 2.0. by means of the Holy Spirit, comp. vv. 4, 5, 
6,9, and the following wvevpare Geod; consequently here also 
not subjective (Philippi and others: “pneumatic condition of 
mind”). — Tas mpa£es tov cap.) The practices (tricks, machi- 
nations, see on Col. ii 9; Luke xxii. 51; Acts xix. 18; 
Dem. 126. 22; Polyb. ii. 7, 8, ii. 9. 2, iv. 8. 3, v. 96. 4; 
and Sturz, Lex. Xen. IIL p. 646) which the body (in accordance 
with the voyos év rots pédect, vii. 23) desires to carry out. 
These we make dead (Gavarovre), when the Ego, following the 
drawing of the Holy Spirit, conquers the lusts that form their 
basis ; so that they do not come to realization, and are reduced 
to nothing. Yaya is not used here for odp£ (Reiche and 
others); Paul has not become inconsistent with his own use 
of language (Stirm in 7b. Zeitschr. 1834, 3, p. 11), but has 
regarded the (in itself indifferent) cama as the executive organ 
of the sin, which, dwelling in the cap of the body, ruleg 
over the body, and makes it the oda dyuaptias (vi. 6), if 
the Spirit does not obtain the control and make it His organ. 
The term mpd£ecs, further used by Paul only in Col. iii. 9 (not 
Epya),is purposely selected to express the evil conception, which 
Hofmann (“ acts”) without any ground calls in question. It is 
frequently used thus by Greek authors, as also mpayyara, — 
The alternating antithesis is aptly chosen, so that in the two 
protases living and putting to death, in the apodoses death and 
life, stand contrasted with one another. 

Ver. 14. Reason assigned for the %jceoGe. “For then ye 
belong, as led by God, to the children of God (for whom the 
life of the Messianic kingdom is destined, ver. 17 ; Gal. iv. 7).” 
Theodore of Mopsuestia: S#Aov ody Ste ot Tovovran THY paKa- 
play Sony rapa t@ éavtdv Twratpi Gyoovrat.— ayovras] i.e. are 
determined in the activity of their inward and outward life. 
Comp. ii. 4; Gal v. 18; 2 Tim iii. 6; Soph. Ant. 620: &r@ 
dpévas Oeds dryer, Oed. C. 254 (Reisig, Enarr. p. LXI.); Plat. 
Phaed. p. 94E: GyeoOae bd tev tod caparos tabnudtwv. 
The expression is passive (hence the dative), though without 
prejudice to the freedom of the human will, as ver. 13 proves. 


-_*~ 
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“Non est enim coactio, ut voluntas non possit repugnare: 
trahit Deus, sed volentem trahit,” Melancthon.—viot Qeov] 
Thus Paul elevates the hallowed theocratic conception, ix. 5, ¢o 
the purely moral tdea, which is realized in the case of those 
who are led by the Divine Spirit (which is granted only to 
those who believe in Christ, Gal. iii. 26). The ovroc is there- 
fore not unemphatic (Hofmann)—which would make it quite 
superfluous—but has an excluding and contrasting force (‘hese 
and no others, comp. Gal. iii. 7). Next to it viol has the stress 
(hence its position immediately after odros, see the critical 
remarks), being conceived already as in contrast to dobAoe; see 
ver. 15. The viot Qeotd are those who have been justified by 
faith, thereby lawfully received by Him into the fellowship 
of children with a reconciled Father (ver. 15), governed by 
the Holy Spirit given unto them (comp. Gal. iv. 6), exalted 
to the dignity of the relation of brethren to Christ (ver. 29), 
and sure of the eternal glory (of the inheritance). For a view 
of the relation in question under its various aspects in Paul, 
John, and the Synoptics, see on John i. 12. 

Ver. 15 assigns the ground for ver. 14 in application to the 
readers. or ye received not, when the Holy Spirit was com- 
municated to you, a spirit of bondage, that is, a spirit such as 
is the regulating power in the state of slavery. This view of 
the genitive (Fritzsche, de Wette, Philippi) is required by the 
contrast; because the viofecla, when the Spirit is given, is 
already present, having entered, namely, through faith and 
justification (Gal. iv. 6). Hence it cannot, with others 
(Kollner, Riickert, Baumgarten-Crusius, Hofmann, Reithmayr, 
following Theodore of Mopsuestia and others), be taken as the 
genitive of the effect (who works bondage). This also holds 


1 Tvsiea Sova. is therefore what the Holy Spirit received is not. Comp. 2 Tim. 
i. 7. Altogether contrary to the context, Grotius, Michaelis, and others under- 
stand affectus servilis, taking it consequently not of the objective spirit, but 
subjectively ; as do also Reiche, Baumgarten-Crusius, and de Wette, with whom 
Philippi agrees : ‘‘ a disposition of mind such as one has in slavery (childhood).” 
Vv, 14, 16 ought to have precluded such a view. Chrysostom, Theodoret, and 
others understood it directly of +3 ypdppeee red vécou bs wapd Tov wrsimares piv dobiv, 
Sovrovs Bi warAroy dpuster, Thoophylact. Comp. Oecumenius: ev wrsupsacindy 
Gnel viper. 


64 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 


against Lipsius, Rechtfertigungslehre, p. 170. — wadw eis hoBov] 
again to fear, conveys the aim of the (denied) éAdf. av. Sovv., 
so that 7raduy, as its very position shows, gives a qualification, 
not of éda8., but of eis Po8.: “in order that ye should once 
more (as under the law working wrath) be afraid.” — wvevpa 
viobec.] 1c. a spirit which, in the state of adoption, is the ruling 
principle. Tiobecia is the proper term for adoption (6écba 
viov, Plat. Legg. xi. p. 929 C; Arr. An. i. 23. 11) ; see Grotius 
and Fritzsche, in loc.; Hermann, Privatalterth. § 64. 15 ; comp. 
on Gal. iv. 5; also Weiss, d:b1. Theol. p. 340. Therefore not 
sonship in general (the Patristic viorns), as is the view of the 
majority ; it is rightly rendered in the Vulgate: “ adoptionis 
jfiltorum ;” it does not represent believers as children of God 
by birth, but as those who by God’s grace (Eph. i. 5-8) have 
been assumed into the place of children, and as brethren of 
Christ (ver. 29). Those thus adopted receive the Spirit from 
God, but are not begotten to sonship through the Spirit (Hof- 
mann); comp. Weiss, /.c. — The repetition of éAdBere arvedpa 
has a certain solemnity. Comp. on 1 Cor. ii. 7; Phil. iv. 17. 
— év @] in whom, as in the element that moves our inner life. 
Comp. on 1 Cor. xii 3; Eph. ii 18.— xpdfoper] we cry, the 
outburst of fervid emotion in prayer. Comp. on Gal. iv. 6. 
The transition to the first person takes place without special 
intention, under the involuntary pressure of the sense of fel- 
lowship. — ’A8Ba] See on Mark xiv. 36, and Buxtorf, Lez. 
Talm. p. 20. From the three passages, Mark, l.c., Gal. iv. 6, 
and our present one, it may be assumed that the address NaX 


({>)) was transferred from the Jewish into the Christian 


prayers, and in the latter received the consecration of special 
sanctity through Christ Himself, who as Son thus addressed 
the Father. This ’A8fa gradually assumed the nature of a 
proper name; and thus it came that the Greek-praying Chris- 
tians retained the Chaldee word in a vocative sense as a proper 
mame, and further, in the fervour of the feeling of sonship, added 
along with it the specifically Christian address to the Father, 
using the appellative 6 marjp in the appositional nominative 
(Kiihner, IT. 1, p. 42); so that the “ Abba, Father,” now became 
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fixed.’ It has been frequently supposed (and is still by Riickert, 
Reiche, and Kollner) that Paul added o warp by way of ex- 
planation. But against this view it may be urged, that in 
passages so full of feeling as Rom. viii. 15 and Gal. iv. 6, an 
interpretation—and that too of a word which, considering the 
familiarity with Jewish modes of expression in the churches 
of Rome and Galatia, undoubtedly needed no explanation, and 
was certainly well known also through the evangelistic tradi- 
tion as the form of address in prayer that had flowed from the 
mouth of Jesus—seems unnatural and out of place. Besides, 
in all three instances, in Mark? and Paul, uniformly the mere 
’ABB& o watnp is given without any formula of interpretation 
(rotr’ éore or the like) being added. Other views—destitute, 
however, of all proof—are: that the custom which insinuating 
children have of repeating the father’s name is here imitated 
(Chrysdstom, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret, and Grotius) ; 
or that the emphasis affectus (Erasmus) is here expressed (either 
view would be possible only in the event of the passage stand- 
ing as ’ASP4a, ’AB8Ba) ; or even that it is meant to signify the 
Fatherhood of God for Jews and Gentiles (Augustine, Anselm, 
Calvin, Estius, and others). With our view Philippi is sub- 
stantially agreed. Against the objections of Fritzsche, who 
regards 6 vratnp as an explanatory addition grown into a 
habit, see on Gal. iv. 6. — The Father-name of God in the Old 
Covenant (Ex. xx. 2; Isa. Ixiii. 16; Hos. xi.1; Jer. iu. 19, 
xxxi. 9) only received the loftiest fulfilment of its meaning in 
the New Covenant through the vio#ec/a accomplished in Christ. 
Comp. Umbreit, p. 287 f.; Schultz, alttest. Theol. II. p. 98. 
Ver. 16. More precise information respecting the preceding 
év @ xpal. "ABB& o w.—attd To Tvebpa K.7.d.] Not He, the 
Spirit (Hofmann, inappropriately comparing ver. 21 and 1 
Thess. iii, 11); but, since adrés in the casus rectus always 
means ipse, the context supplying the more special reference 
1 It was owing simply to the provincial dialect of Palestine that N3x and not 
Ss was used. Alberti, Tholuck, and Olshausen think it due to the former 
having a more childlike (lisping) sound. Other precarious views may be seen in 
Wolf, Cur. ; Lightfoot, Hor. p. 654 f. 


2 In Mark xiv. 36 the expression is put into the mouth of Jesus from a 
later age. See in loc. 
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of the sense: ¢épse spiritus, that is, Himself, on His own part, 
the (received) Spirit testifies with our sprit; He unites His 
own testimony that we are children of God with the same testi- 
mony borne by our spirit, which (1 Cor. 11. 11) is the seat of 
our self-consciousness. — In cuppapr. the ovy and its reference 
to rT. wy. Hy. are not to be neglected, any more than in ii. 15, 
ix. 1, as the Vulgate, Luther, Grotius, and Fathers, also Koppe, 
Riickert, Reiche, Kollner, de Wette, and others have done. 
Paul distinguishes from the subjective self-consciousness: I 
am the child of God, the therewith accordant testimony of the 
objective Holy Spirit: thou art the child of God! The latter 
is the yea to the former; and thus it comes that we cry the 
Abba é&y 7@ arvevyatt. Our older theologians (see especially 
Calovius) have rightly used our passage as a proof of the ceréz- 
tudo gratiae in opposition to the Catholic Church with its 
mere conjectura moralis. Comp. Eph. i. 13, iv. 30; 1 John 
Di 24, iv. 13. At the same time, it is also a clear dectum 
probans against all pantheistic confusion of the divine and the 
human spirit and consciousness, and no less against the asser- 
tion that Paul ascribes to man not a human mvevpya, but only 
the divine mvevja become subjective (Baur, Holsten). Against 
this view, see also Pfleiderer, in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. 1871, 
p- 162 f,, who nevertheless, at p. 177 f., from our passage 
and chap. viii. generally, attributes to the apostle ¢he doctrine 
that in the Christian the real divine mvedpua has become the 
proper human one, and vice versa ; comp. on ver. 26. Against 
the Fanatics Melancthon truly observes, that the working of 
the Spirit in the believer begins “ praelucente voce evangelii.” 
— téxva|] The term children, expressive of greater tender- 
ness, called forth by the increasing fervour of the discourse.’ 
Comp. ver. 21. The aspect of the Jegal relation (of the 


1 Hofmann incorrectly imports the idea that viss emphasizes the connection of 
Gfe, and cixver the descent ; hence Christ is not called sixes, but only vits. This 
view is demolished by the fact that, precisely in virtue of His descent as the 
foveysrns and wpuréerexes, Christ is the viés. He is not called cixvey, simply be- 
* cause uiés was the prophetic and historical designation of the Messiah consecrated 
by ancient usage. In fact, the LXX. render promiscuously {2 as well as 2 
(which Hofmann compares) sometimes by siés and sometimes by cixvev. 
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viofecia) at the same time recedes into the background. 
Comp. Phil. it 15. 

Ver. 17. From the truth of the filial relation to God, Paul 
now passes over by the continuative 6é to the sure blissful 
consequence of it,—and that indeed in organic reference to the 
GjyocoGe promised in ver. 13.— From our childship follows 
necessarily our eirship. Comp. Gal. iv. 7. Both are to be 
left perfectly general, without supplying Geov, since it is only 
what follows that furnishes the concrete, more precise defini- 
tion, in which here the general relation is realized. — xAnpo- 
youot Geov] The inheritance, which God once on a time transfers 
to His children as their property, is the salvation and glory 
of the Messianic kingdom. Comp. iv. 14. God is, of course, 
in this case conceived not as a dying testator, but as the living 
bestower of His goods on His children (Luke xv. 12). How- 
ever, the conclusion (ver. 17) forbids us to disregard the idea 
of inheritance, and to find only that of the recewing possession 
represented (in opposition to van Hengel).— ovyxrAnp. Sé 
Xpwcrod| Not something greater than xAnpov. Geod, on the 
contrary in substance the same, but specifically characterized 
from the standpoint of our fellowship with Christ, whose co- 
heirs we must be as xAnpov. Geo, since, having entered into 
sonship through the viofecia, we have become Christ’s brethren 
(ver. 29). Moreover, that Paul has here in view, not the 
analogy of the Hebrew law of inheritance that conferred a 
man’s intestate heritage only on sons of his body, if there 
were such, but that of the Roman law (Fritzsche, Tholuck, van 
Hengel ; see more particularly on Gal. iv. 7), is the historically 

necessary supposition, which can least of all seem foreign or in- 
' appropriate in an epistle to the Romans. — oupracy.] Whoso- 
ever, for the sake of the gospel, submits to suffering (Matt. x. 38, 
xvi. 24), suffers with Christ; ze. he has actual share in the 
suffering endured by Christ (1 Pet. iv. 13), drinks the same cup 
that He drank (Matt. xx. 22 f). Comp. on 2 Cor.i. 5; Phil. 
iii, 10; Coli 24. This fellowship of suffering Paul regards 
as that which must be presupposed in order to the attainment 
of glory, of participation in the Sdfa of Christ (elep, as in 
ver. 9) ; not indeed as meritum, or pretium vitae acternae, but as 
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obedientia propter ordinem a Deo sancitum, Melancthon. Comp. 
2 Tim. ii 11 f. This conviction developed itself, especially 
under the external influence of the circumstances of an age 
fruitful in persecution, just as necessarily and truly out of the 
inward assurance that in the case of Jesus Himself His suffer- 
ing,’ willed by God, and undertaken and borne in obedience 
to the Father, was the condition of His glory (Luke xxiv. 26; 
Phil. 11, 6 ff., a/.), as it in its turn became a rich spring of 
the enthusiasm for martyrdom. Olshausen (comp. also Phi- 
lippi) mixes up an element which is here foreign: “ participa- 
tion in the conflict with sin tn themselves and in the world.” 
Even without introducing this element foreign to the word 
itself, the cupracyew, as the presupposition involved in the 
joint-heirship, has its universal applicability, based not merely 
on the general participation of all in the suffering of this time, 
but especially also on the relation of the children of God 
to the ungodly world (comp. John vii. 7, xv. 18 f,, xvii. 14). 
— wa xai cuvdo§.| in order to be also glorified with Him ; 
dependent not on ovy«Anp. (Tholuck), but on cupmracy., the 
divine final aim of which, known to the sufferer, it subjoins. 

Vv. 18-312 Grounds of encouragement for the cvpracyew 
iva «x. cuvdok.— Namely, (1) The future glory shall far out- 
_weigh the present sufferings, vv. 18-25.— (2) The Holy 
Ghost supports us, vv. 26, 27.—(3) Generally, all things 
must serve for good to those who love God, vv. 28-31. 

Ver. 18. Aoyifouar] I reckon, as in iii. 28; 2 Cor. xi. 5; 
Phil. iii. 13. In the singular we are not to discover a turn 
given to the argument, as if the apostle found it necessary to 
justify himself on account of the condition elrep ouprracy. 
(Hofmann). Just as little here as in the case of mémewpas in 
ver. 38. He simply delivers his judgment, which, however, he 


1 Here also set forth by Hofmann under the aspect of treatment encountered by 
ITim at the hands of the enemies of the work of salvation. 

® See, on the section about the groaning of the creature, Késter, in Stud. wu. 
Krit. 1862, p. 755 f£. ; M. Schenkel, von d. Seufzen der Creatur (Schulprogr. 
Plauen), 1862 ; Frommann, in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1868, p. 25 ff. ; 
Zahn, in the same, 1865, p. 511 ff. ; Graf, in Heidenheim’s Véerteljahreschr. 
1867, 8 ; Engelhardt, in the Luther. Zeitechr. 1871, p. 48 ff. (against Frommann) ; 
and against Engelhardt, see Frommann in the same Zeitschrift, 1872, p. 88 ff. 
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might have expressed with equal propriety in a form in- 
clusive of others, as subsequently he has written oldapey (ver. 
22). Such changing of the person is accidental and without 
any special design, especially as here he does not say éyw yap 
Aoyil, or Aoyifoyae yap avros éyw, or otherwise give himself 
prominence, A certain Jitotes, however, lies (not indeed in 
the singular, but) in the use of AoyKouar itself, which really 
contains an oléa and a mémewopat. — ovx dfia] not of equal 
amportance, not of corresponding weight ; they are wnimportant. 
On zpos, in comparison with, in relation to, comp. Plat. Gorg. p. 
471 E: ovdevds d£tos dors mrpos thy adyGevav, Protag. p. 356 A; 
Winer, p. 378 [E. T. 505]. On ov« afsv dor: itself, how- 
ever, in the sense: non operae pretium est, see Kiihner, ad 
Xen. Anad, vi. 5.13. Comp. Dem. 300 wit.; Polyb. iv. 20. 2. 
On the subject-matter, see especially 2 Cor. iv. 17.— rod viv 
naupov| of the present time-period. The viv xatpos marks off 
from the whole aimy ovbros (see on Matt. xii. 32) the period 
then current, which was to end with the approaching Parousia 
(assumed as near in xiii 11, 12, 1 Thess. iv. 17, 1 Cor. 
vii. 29, and in the entire N. T.), and was thus the time of 
the crisis. — wérr. S0£. azrox.] wéddoveay (see on ver. 13) is, as 
in Gal. iii, 23, prefixed with emphasis, correlative with the 
foregoing viv. Comp. 1 Cor. xii 22; Plat. Rep. p. 572 B: 
kal wavu Soxovow jpady éviow perpiow elvas. See Stallbaum 
in loc. — atroxaX.] Namely, at the Parousia, when the Sofa 
which is now hidden (in heaven, comp. Col. iii. 3 f.; 1 Pet. 
i, 4) is to be revealed. — ets 7uas] on us, so that we are those, 
upon whom (reaching unto them) the amoxdAvyis takes place. 
Comp. Acts xxviii. 6. The Sofa comes to us, therefore, from 
without (with Christ descending from heaven; comp. Col. iii. 
4; Phil. iii. 21; Tit. ii. 13); but is not conceived as having 
already begun inwardly and then becoming apparent out- 
wardly (in opposition to Lipsius, Rechifert. p. 206). 

Ver. 19. Tap] introduces, from the waiting of the creation 
(to whose groaning that of Christians thereupon joins itself 
in ver. 23) for this glorious consummation, a peculiar confir- 
mation, couched in a poetic strain, of the fact that the droxd- 
Aus Tis SoEns ts really impending ; and thus lends support 
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to the comforting certainty of that future manifestation, that is, 
to the element involved in the emphatically prefixed ~é\Xov- 
gay; comp. Calovius, Fritzsche, de Wette, Krehl, Reithmayr, 
and Bisping. From Origen and Chrysostom down to Hof- 
mann, there has usually been discovered here a ground assigned 
for the greatness of the glory. But this is neither consistent 
with the emphatic prominence of ~édAoveay, nor with the sub- 
sequent ground itself, which proves nothing as to the greatness 
of the Sofa, but stands to the indubitableness of the latter, 
otherwise firmly established and presupposed, in the relation 
of a sympathetic testimony of nature: Least of all can ydp in- 
troduce a ground of the apostle’s belief for his own Aoyfopas 
xt. (van Hengel). According to Philippi, what is to be 
established is, that the Sdfa is not already present, but only 
Suture, which, however, even taking into account human im- 
patience, was quite self-evident. For the nearness of the Sofa 
(Reiche), just as before it was not expressly announced in the 
simple uéAXoueay, the sequel affords no proof, since the element 
of speediness is not expressed. — 1 dmroxapadoxia] The verb 
xapadoxely (Xen. Mem. iii. 5, 6, frequent in Euripides) strictly 
means: to expect with uplifted head, then to expect generally, to 
long for (Valck. ad Herod. vii. 168; Loesner, Obss. p. 256 f.); 
and xapadoxia means expectatio (Prov. x. 28; Aq. Ps. xxxviiL 
7). The strengthened (Vigerus, ed. Herm. p. 582 ; Tittmann, 
Synon. p. 106 ff.) asroxapadoxeiy (Joseph. Bell. Jud. iii. 7. 26 ; 
Polyb. xvi. 2. 8, xviii. 31. 4, xxii, 19.3; Ag. Ps. xxxvi. 7; 
Alberti, Gloss. p. 106 ff.) and dmexapadoxla (only elsewhere in 
Phil. i. 20) is the watting expectation (not anxious expectation, 
as Luther has it) that continues on the strain till the goal is 
attained. See especially Tittmann, /.c.; Fritzsche in Fritzschtor. 
Opuscul. p. 150 ff. Without warrant, Loesner, Krebs, Fischer, 
de vit. Lex. p. 128 f, and others, including Riickert, Reiche, 
and van Hengel, have refused to recognise the strengthen- 
ing element of azro, already pointed out by Chrysostom and 


1 The train of thought may therefore, expressed in Latin, be paraphrased 
somewhat thus: “‘ civ wirArcucay x.7.2. inquam, haec enim spes nostra tantae 
est certiiudinis, ut confirmetur totius naturae ad eundem finem nostrum tendentis 


‘ati sett "9 





CHAP. VIL 19. 71 


Theodore of Mopsuestia, although Paul himself gives promi- 
nence to it repeatedly in azrexdéy. (comp. vv. 23, 25; 1 Cor. 
i 7; Gal. v. 5; Phil iii 20). — ris wtricews] Genitive of the 
subject. The waiting of the xriows is with rhetorical emphasis 
brought into prominence as something independent. See 
Winer, p. 221 [E. T. 239} ‘H «riots means—({1) actus 
creationis ; so i. 20, corresponding to the classic usage in 
the sense of establishment (Pind. 0. 13. 118 ; comp. 1 Pet. ii. 
13), founding (Polyb., Plut., and others), planting, ete. — 
(2) The thing created, and that (a) where the context supplies 
no limitation, quite generally like our creation, Mark x. 6, 
xiii, 19; 2 Pet. nz 4; Judith xvi. 14; Wisd. i 6, a/.; and 
(6) where the context does limit it, in a more or less special 
sense, as in Mark xvi 15, Col. i 23 (of that portion of the 
creation, which consists of mankind), Col. 1. 15, Heb. iv. 13 
(of every individual creature); comp. i. 25, viii. 39; also xaivy 
atiow in 2 Cor. v. 17, Gal. vi 15. Since, then, the absolute 
% «xTiots Toust receive its limitation of sense simply from the 
connection, the question is, What does the text in our passage 
exclude from the meaning of rijs xricews? There are plainly 
excluded not only the angelic and demoniac kingdom (see ver. 
20), but also Christians collectively, as 1s clear from vv. 19, 21, 
and 23, where the Christians are different from the «riots, and 
even opposed to it, so that they cannot be regarded (according 
to the view of Frommann) as forming a partial conception, em- 
braced also in the «riots. But is the non-Christian portion 
of humanity to be excluded also? If not, it must be meant 
either along with something else, or else alone. If the former, 
then Paul, seeing that irrational nature at any rate remains 
within the compass of the idea, would have included under 
one notion this nature and the Jewish and heather® worlds, 
which would be absurd. But if non-Christian humanity alone 
be meant, then—(1) we should not be able to see why Paul 
should have chosen the term «riots, and not have used the 
definite expression xocyos, which is formally employed for that 
idea elsewhere in his own writings and throughout the N. T. 


1 Frommann unjustifiably appeals to 2 Cor. vii. 7. See, on the contrary, also 
Zehn, lc. p. 516 f., and Engelhardt, p. 49. 
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Besides, the absolute «riots nowhere in the entire N. T. means 
non-Christian mankind (in Mark xvi. 15 and Col. i 23, wrdaon 
stands along with it); and, indeed, waca 7 «rlow (Mark) and 
maca «tious (Col.) mean nothing else than the whole creation 
and every creature, and in these cases it is purely the context 
that shows that created men are meant, while at the same 
time it is self-evident ex adjwncto (for the discourse concerns 
the preaching of the gospel to the «réovs) that Christians are 
not to be understood. (2) The hostile attitude of the then 
existing xoopes towards the Christian body would cause the 
assertion respecting it of a sympathetic and, as it were, pro- 
phetic yearning for the manifestation of the children of God 
to seem a curious paradox, which, moreover, as a truth, in the 
case of the Jews and Gentiles, would rest on quite a different 
foundation, namely, the expectation of the Jewish Messianic 
kingdom, and on the other hand, the yearning dream of a golden 
age. (3) Again, the expressions in ver. 20 are of such a cha- 
racter, that they in no way make us presuppose in the writer 
such a conception of humanity subjected through sin to the 
@dvaros as Paul had, but allow us just to think of the xriccs as 
having fallen a prey to the lot of mortality, not by its own free 
action, but innocently, and by outward necessity; the apostle 
would not have left the Odvaros unmentioned.’ (4) Further, 
the hope of attaining to the freedom of the glory of the children 
of God (ver. 21) was only left to the xoopos, in so far as it 
should be converted to Christ ; but ver. 21, in point of fact, 
merely asserts that on the entrance of that glory the x«riocs is 
to be glorified also, without touching, in regard to mankind, 
on the condition of conversion—which assuredly Paul least 
of all would have omitted. (5) Finally, Paul expected that, 
previous to the entrance of the Parousia, the fulness of the 
Gentiles and all Israel would become christianized (xi. 25, 26), 
and had to shape his conception, therefore, in such a way as to 
make humanity, taken as a whole, belong to the viois Qeod 
when the manifestation of the kingdom should appear. And 

1 An antinomy of two different conceptions as to the origin of death (From- 


mann, 1872, p. 53) is certainly not to be found in Paul’s writings. See onv. 12; 
1 Cor. xv. 47 ff. 
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as to that, ver. 21 decidedly forbids the connecting of the 
notion of mankind with + «rics. — There remains, therefore, 
as the definition of the notion of 9 «riots in accordance with 
the text: the collective non-rational creation, animate and inani- 
mate, the same which we term in popular usage “ all nature ” 
(comp. Wisd. v. 18, xvi. 24, xix. 6), from which we are accus- 
tomed to exclude intelligent beings. In view of the poetically 
prophetic colouring of the whole passage, the expressions of 
waiting, sighing, hoping, of bondage and redemption, excite the 
less surprise, since already in the O. T. instances of a similar pro- 
sopopoeia are very common (Deut. iv. 34; Ps. xix, 2, Ixviii. 
17, xeviii 8,(cvi. 11;) Isa. ii. 1, xiv. 8, lv. 12; Ezek. xxxi, 
15; Hab. ii 11; Bar. iii. 34; Job xii. 7-9, al.); and Chry- 
sostom very aptly remarks: aore Sé dudavrixwrepoy yevécOar 
Tov Aoyov, xal mpocarroTroLEl TOY KOTpOV GTravTa TovToY Etep 
nai of mpodirat trowieww, ToTapovs KpoTovvTas yepoly cicd- 
yovres x.7.X. Comp. Oecumenius and Theophylact. The idea 
of the glorification of all nature cannot be accounted wnpauline, 
for the simple reason that it is clearly expressed in our passage ; 
and because, moreover, as being connected with the history of 
the moral development of humanity according to Gen. iii. 17 f., 
and necessarily belonging to the idea of the amoxardctacis 
mdvreov (Matt. xix. 28; Acts iii 21; 2 Pet. iii. 10 ff; Rev. 
xxi. 1), it may be least of all disclaimed in the case of Paul, 
since it emanates from the prophets of the Old Testament (Isa. 
xi. 6 ff; Ezek. xxxvii.; Isa. ]xv. 17, Ixvi, 1; comp. Ps. cii. 
27; and see Umbreit, p. 291 ff), and has thence passed over 
into the Rabbinical system of doctrine. See Eisenmenger, 
entdeckt, Judenth. Il. p. 367 ff, 824 ff. ; Schoettgen, Hor, II. 
pp. 71, 76, 117 ff.; Bertholdt, Christol. p. 214; Corrodi, 
Chiliasm. I. p. 376 ff. ; Ewald, ad Apocal. p. 307 f. ; Delitzsch, 
Erldut. 2. s. Hebr. Ucebers. p. 87. The above interpretation, 
therefore, of the «riots has been rightly adopted—only that 
the intelligent creatures have not in all cases been expressly or 
exclusively separated from it (e.g. Theodoret includes also the 
aopara, angels, archangels, etc., as Origen previously, and Eras- 
mus and others subsequently, have also done)—by the majority 
of expositors, following most of the Fathers (in the first instance 
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Trenaeus, Haer. v. 32. 1), by Luther, Erasmus, Beza, Melancthon, 
Calvin, Cornelius a Lapide, Balduin, Estius, Grotius, Cocceius, 
Calovius, Calixtus, Seb. Schmid, Wolf, Bengel, and others, in- 
cluding Flatt, Tholuck, Klee, Usteri (in Stud. w. Krit. 1832, 
p- 835 ff, and Lehrbegr. ed. 4 and 5, pp. 373, 399 ff), 
Riickert, Benecke, Schneckenburger, Reiche, Glockler, de 
Wette, Neander, Nielsen, Reithmayr, Maier, Philippi, Ewald, 
Umbreit, Bisping, Lechler, apostol. Zeitalt. p. 143, Delitzsch, 
Ruprecht in the Stud. u. Krit. 1851, p. 214 ff, Zahn, Man- 
gold, Hofmann, and Engelhardt; comp. also M. Schenkel and 
Graf. Among these, however, are several who, like Luther, 
Beza, and also Fritzsche, wish to understand it too narrowly, 
merely of the ¢nanimate creation,—a limitation not given in 
the text, and moreover antiprophetic (Tertullian, ad Hermog. 
10); while, on the other hand, Kollner, with whom Olshausen 
agrees, takes it too widely of all created things generally. See, 
against this, the textual limitation explained above. If, how- 
ever, in accordance with the above, the removal of intelligent 
beings from the compass of the «riots must be regarded as de- 
cided, the decision is fatal to the view of others, who, following 
the example of Augustine, explain 4 «riots as mankind; and that 
either in the quite comprehensive sense of mankind collectively 
(in the state of nature), as, following older expositors especially 
scholastic and Roman Catholic, Déderlem, Gabler, Ammon, 
Keil (Opuse. p. 207), Grimm (de wi vocabuli xric., Lips. 1812), 
Schulthess (evangel. Belehr. ab. d. Erneuer. d. Nat., Zurich 
1833), Geisler (in the Annal. d. ges. Theol. 1835, Jan. p. 51 ff), 
Schrader, Krehl, van Hengel, Frommann, and others do; or, 
with exclusion of the Christians, in the sense of mankind still 
unconverted, as Augustine himself suggested,? by which again, 


1 So Wetstein, Baumgarten-Crusius, Jatho, and Koster ; formerly (in eds. 
1, 2, 3) also Usteri, following Schleiermacher. 

? His entire exposition (see Expos. quar. propos. ex ep. ad Rom. 53) runs 
thus :—‘“‘ Sic intelligendum est, ut neque sensum dolendi et gemendi opinemur 
esse in arboribus et oleribus et lapidibus et ceteris hujuscemodi creaturis (hic 
enim error Manichaeorum est) ; neque angelos sanctos vanitati subjectos esse 
arbitremur : sed omnem creaturam in ipso homine sine ulla calumnia cogitemus. 

. - Omnis autem est etiam in homine, et spiritualis et animalis et corporalis, quia 
homo constat spiritu et anima et corpore. Ergo creatura revelationem filiorum 
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however, many understood specially the unconverted Gentiles 
(Locke, Lightfoot, Knatchbull, Hammond, Semler, and Nachti- 
gall), and various others the unconverted Jews (Cramer, Bohme, 
and Gersdorf). Others have even explained it of Christians col- 
lectively, as the new creature (Vorstius, Deyling, Nosselt, Socinians 
and Arminians). And just as little can xréoss be equivalent to 
yvy7 (Marcker) or to odp£, and be supposed to designate the 
creaturely element in the regenerate (Weissbach in the Sachs. 
Stud. I. p. 76 ff, and Zyro in the Stud. u Krit. 1845, 2, 1851, 
p. 645 ff). Compare also, regarding the various expositions, 
M. Schenkel, p. 9 ff; and against the view which takes it of 
mankind, Engelhardt, Jc. — ri amoxdyr. Tt. viv tr. Geod] The 
event, the blissful catastrophe, whereby the sons of God become 
manifest as such (in their Sofa). How exalted the dignity in 
which they here appear above the «rlois! Bengel: “ad crea- 
turam ex peccato redundarunt incommoda; ad creaturam ex 
gloria filioram Dei redundabit recreatio.” The «rics, in virtue 
of its physical connection with that aroxdAuvyus, shall be a 
partaker in the blissful manifestation. 

Vv. 20, 21. Ground of this longing. — 79 parasor.] Pre- 
fixed with emphasis: vanitatt, to nothingness. The substantive 
(Pollux, vii 134) is no longer found in Greek authors, but 
frequently in the LXX. (as in Ps. xxxix. 6). See Schleusner, 
Thes. IIT. p. 501. It indicates here the empty (ze as having 
lost its primitive purport, which it had by creation) quality 
of being, to which the xriow was changed from its original 
perfection. — treraryn] was subjected, was made subject to, as to 
@ ruling power formerly unknown to it. This historical fact 
(aortst) took place in consequence of the fall, Gen. iii. 17. 
Dei exspectat, quicquid nunc in homine laborat et corruptioni subjacet. Erant 
enim adhue credituri, qui etiam spiritu subjacebant laboriosis erroribus. Sed ne 
quis putaret, de ipsorum labore tantum dictum esse, adjungit etiam de iis, qui 
jam crediderant. Quamquam enim spiritu, i. e. mente, jam servirent legi Dei: 
tamen, quia carne servitur legi peccati, quamdiu molestias et sollicitationes mor- 
talitatis nostrae patimur, ideo addit dicens: Non solum, etc. (ver. 23). Non 
solum ergo ipsa, quae tantummodo creatura dicitur in hominibus, qui nondun 
crediderunt, et ideo nondwm in filiorum Dei numerum constituti, congemiscit ac 
dolet : sed etiam nosmet ipsi, gui credimue ef primitias Sp. habemus, quia jam 


spiritu adhaeremus Deo per fidem, et ideo non jam creatura, sed filii Dei appel. 
lamur,” etc. 


76 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 


Comp. Beresh. rabb. f. 2, 3: “Quamvis creatae fuerint res 
perfectae, cum primus homo peccaret, corruptae tamen sunt, et 
ultra non redibunt ad congruum statum suum, donec veniat 
Pherez, h. e. Messias.” See also Zahn, p. 532. The refer- 
ence to an original patavwrns, introduced even by the act 
of creation (Theodoret, Grotius, Krehl, Baumgarten-Crusius, de 
Wette, and Koster), is historically inappropriate (Gen. i 31), 
and contrary to ovy éxovoa, ddAd «.7.r., which supposes a pre- 
vious state not subject to the par. Further, since the iro- 
ta£as is subsequently mentioned, the interpretation se subjecit 
(Fritzsche) is thereby excluded. —ovy éxodca, ddda Sa 1. 
virora£.| This must occasion their expectation all the more; 
for their subjection is at variance with their original state and 
the desire of immunity founded thereon, and it took place 
“anvita et repugnanie natura” (Calvin, namely, through the 
guilt of human sin), on account of the suljector (Sua with the 
accusative, comp. on John vi. 57), that is, because the counsel 
and will of the subjecting God (the contrast to one’s own non- 
willingness) had to be thus satisfied." The idea of another 
than God in rov troraf. (Knatchbull and Capellus: Adam ; 
Chrysostom, Schneckenburger, Bisping, and Zahn: man; 
Hammond and others, quoted by Wolf: the devil) is for- 
bidden by the very absence of a defining statement, so that the 
subject is assumed as well known. According to Gen. iii 17, 
it was indeed man through whose guilt the subjection ensued ; 
but God was the subjector (0 irotakas). — én’ édrrids ote «.7.r.] 
on hope (iv. 18) that, etc., may be joined either with vzordé. 
(Origen, Vulgate, Luther, Castalio, Calvin, Piscator, Estius, 
and others, including Ch. Schmidt and Olshausen) or with 
Urerdyn. The latter conjunction brings out more forcibly 
the éz’ édmiés; for this contains a new element by way of 
motive for the expectation of nature. e7ri, spe proposita, indi- 
cates the condition which was conceded in the wrerdyn, as it 

‘ The marks of parenthesis before ety and after wer. are to be expunged, since 
the connection and construction proceed without a break. This applies also 
against Frommann, who assigns to this parenthesis merely the object of explain- 
ing the passive teiraéyn. Ewald puts in a parenthesis the entire verse, thus 


making is’ iawi%, connect itself with awssdizxsea:, But for this there appears 
likewise no reason. 
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were, the equivalent provisionally given for it, Acts i 24; 
Xen. Mem. ii. 1. 18, and Kiihner in loc.; Ast, Lex. Plat. I. 
p. 767; Bernhardy, p. 250.—6re] that, object of the hope 
(Phil. 1 20); not nam, as it is taken by most expositors, who 
join én’ édmids with trordé.; among others by Schnecken- 
burger, Bettrdg. p. 122, who assigns as his reason, that otherwise 
the avr) 4 xriow could not be repeated. But that repe- 
tition is necessitated by the emphasis of the similarity of the 
relation, which avr) 9 xtiow has over-against the children 
of God, for which reason Paul did not write drs xai &devOepa- 
Ojoeras (in opposition to Hofmann’s objection). Besides, the 
purport of the éAzris had necessarily to be stated, in order to give 
the ground of the expectation of the «ticws as directed precisely 
to the manifestation of the sons of God. The indefinite é7’ 
fAmiée would supply a motive for its expectation of deliver- 
ance in general, but not for its expectation of the glory of the 
children of God. This applies also against Hofmann, who 
refers 6rs «.7.X., a8 statement of the reason, to the whole preced- 
ing sentence, whereby, besides, the awkward idea is suggested, 
that the subjection took place on account of the deliverance to 
be accomplished in the future ; it had, in fact, an entirely differ- 
ent /istorical ground, well known from history, and already 
suggested by the da tov irord£., namely, the implication of 
the xriocs in the entrance of sin among mankind. — xal aury 
9 tious] et ipsa creatura, that is, the creature also on its part, 
not merely the children of God. There is simply expressed 
the similarity ; not a climaz (even), of which the context affords 
no hint.— is POopas] Genitive of apposition: from the 
bondage that consists in corruption. See ver. 23. Incorrectly 
paraphrased by Kollner: “from the corruptible, miserable bond- 
age.” At variance with this is ver. 20, according to which 
t. f@. cannot be made an adjective; as is also the sequel, in 
which ty édevO. corresponds to tis SovAelas, and rijs SoEns 
7. téxy. t. Oeod to the ris POopas. The POopd (antithesis — 
adOapola, ii. 7; 1 Cor. xiv. 42-50) is the destruction, that 
developes itself out of the pata:orns, the xarddvots opposed 
frequently in Plato and others to the yéveors (Phaed. p. 95 E; 
Phil. p. 55 A; Lucian, 4.19). Comp. on Gal. vi. 8. It is 
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not the ¢@opd in the first instance that makes the state of the 
xtiots a state of bondage, as Hofmann apprehends the genitive ; 
but the existing bondage is essentially such, that what is sub- 
jected to it is liable to the fate of corruption. — eis 7. édev8.] is 
the state, to which the «riots shall attain by its emancipation. 
An instance of a genuine Greek pregnant construction. See 
Fritzsche, ad Mare. p. 322; Winer, p. 577 [E. T. 776]. — rs 
Sofns t. t. t. @.] Likewise genitive of apposition: into the 
freedom which shall consist in the glory of the children of 
God, 1.6. in a glory similar thereto (by participation im it); 
not, as Hofmann thinks: which the glory of the children 
of God shall have brought with it. If, with Luther and many 
others, including Bohme and Kollner, ry dens be treated as 
an adjective: “to the glorious freedom,” we should then have 
quite as arbitrary a departure from the verbal order, in accord- 
ance with which ray réxyv. belongs most natarally to tis SoF., 

as from the analogy of the preceding ras Sour. ris POopac. 
The accumulation of genitives, +. Sons «.7.r., has a certain 
solemnity; comp. 1. 5; 2 Cor. iv. 4; Eph. iv. 13, al.— 
Observe, farther, how Paul has sannéived the catastrophe, of 
which he is speaking, not as the destruction of the world and 
@ new creation, but, in harmony with the prophetic announce- 
ments, especially those of Isaiah (Isa. xxxv., xv. 17, lxvi. 22; 
comp. Zahn, p. 537; Schultz, altéest. Theol. IL. p. 227), as a 
transformation into a more perfect state. The passing away 
of the world is the passing away of its form (1 Cor. vii. 31), 
by which this transformation is conditioned, and in which, 
according to 2 Pet. iii 10, fire will be the agent employed. 
And the hope, the tenor of which is specified by 6tz «.7.A,, 
might, in connection with this living personification, be 
ascribed to all nature, as if it were conscious thereof, since the 
latter is destined to become the scene and surrounding of the 
glorified children of God. But that érmé does not pertain to 
mankind, whose presentiment of immortality, by means of its 
darkened onginal consciousness of God (Frommann), does not 
correspond to the idea of €Aziés; comp., on the contrary, Eph. 
ii. 12; 1 Thess. iv. 13. If, on the other hand, the Gentile 
hope, cherished anridst the misery of the times, as to a better 
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state of things (according to poets: the golden age of the 
Saturnia regna), were meant as an image of the Christian hope 
(K6stér), then Paul would have conceived the édevGepwOnceras 
as conditioned by the future conversion of the Gentiles. But 
thus the éAmi/s would amount to this, that the Gentiles should 
become themselves children of God, which is inconsistent with 
ver. 19. There, and likewise in ver. 21, the sons of God are 
the ¢hird element, for whose transfiguration the «rics waits, 
and from whose glorification it Aopes, in ver. 21, that the 
latter shall benefit ¢¢ also—the «riou—through participation 
therein; and be to it also deliverance and freedom from its 
hitherto enduring bondage. This is applicable only to the 
qTandvyyeveoia (see on Matt. xix. 28) at the Parousia. - 

Ver. 22. Proof, not of the dzoxapasoxia tis xricews 
(Philippi), which is much too distant, and whose goal remains 
quite unnoticed here ; nor yet of the Sovdeia ris POopas (Zahn), 
which was not the point of the foregoing thought at all; but 
of what was announced by én’ édm&:, Gre x. a 9) KT. EXevOepw- 
Onoeras x.r.r. For if that hope of glorious deliverance had 
not been left to it, al/ nature would not have united its groan- 
ing and travailing until now. This phenomenon, so universal 
and so unbroken, cannot be conduct without an aim; on the 
contrary, it presupposes as the motive of the painful travail that 
very hope, towards whose final fulfilment it is directed.’ The 
oidapev (comp. ii. 2, iii. 19, vii. 14) is sufficiently explained 
as an appeal to the Christian consciousness, in which the view 
of natare stands in connection with the curse of sin The 


1 Consequently the element of proof does not lie in capesr, but in the 3: waca 
x.¢.4., introduced as well known. This in opposition to Hofmann, who refers 
eRausy yep x.¢.2. back as probative to the thought rx yap parasene: x.¢.a. in 
ver. 20; and gives as the sense of the argument: ‘‘ The Christian would not 
speak of a subjection of the creature under vanity, if he looked upon tts present 
existence as one satisfied in itself and this world as the best world.” But it could 
not at all be an object to prove that relation of «araséens (who can be supposed 
to have doubted it?); but it was an object to prove the iw’ iawid: se: x.¢.4. ; this 
is the punctum saliens, which is then further brought out in ver. 23 ff. 

*This consciousness is the necessary premiss of the Christian idea of the 
Palingenesia of the universe at the end of history, Matt. xix. 28. Hence 
Frommann is in error in discovering in the above eae the overthrow of our 
explanation of xciess. 
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perfectly superfluous assumption, that the apostle had a book 
before him containing a similar deduction (Ewald), is suggested 
by nothing in the text. -——In cvotevafer and cvvwdive the ouv 
is not a mere strengthening particle (Loesner, Michaelis, Sem- 
ler, Ernesti, and Kollner), but, on the contrary (comp. Beza), 
finds its natural reference in waca, and denotes “gemitum et 
dolorem communem inter se partium creaturae,’ Estius.' Calvin, 
Pareus, Koppe, Ewald, and Umbreit, following Oecumenius, 
have indeed referred ovy to the groaning being im common 
with that of the children of God ; but against this view ver. 23 
is decisive, and the reference to men generally, with whom 
the «riois sighs (Fritzsche), is foreign to the context. Fritzsche, 
without due reason, asserts the want of linguistic usage in 
favour of our view. For it is unquestionable that, in accord- 
ance with the usage of analogous verbs, ovorevateww may denote 
the common sighing of the elements comprised in the collec- 
tive mdoa % xtiots among themselves? (comp. Eph. iv. 16: 
TAY TO OOLA TUVappoNoyovpevoy, comp. ii. 21; Plat. Legg. iii. 
p.- 686 B: érret yevouévn ye 4 Tore Siavora xal cupdhwvicaca 
eis &, Dem. .516. 7: cuvopyiobeis o Shuos, 775. 18: ourra- 
patretat Tas 0 THS ToAEws KOopOos). That concrete examples of 
that nature cannot be quoted, is not decisive against it, since 
ovotevatew (Eur. Zon. 935, comp. cvorévew, Arist. Eth. ix. 11) 
and also cvvmdivew (Eur. Hel, 727; Porphyr. de abst. iii. 10) 
are only extant in a very few passages. Comp. generally Winer, 
de verb. compos. II. p. 21 f. Just the same with cuvadyeiv, 
Plat. Rep. p. 462 D, and ovdduTeicbas p. 462 E. — cvverdiver] 
Not an allusion to the mwon ‘ban (Reiche), because the dolores 
Messiae (see on Matt. ii. 3) are peculiar sufferings, that shall 
immediately precede the appearance of the Messiah, whilst the 
travail of nature has continued since as early as Gen. iii. 17 
(ver. 20). But the figure is the same in both cases—that of 
the pains of labour. All nature groans and suffers anguish, 
as if in travail, over-against the moment of its deliverance. 
The conception of the divew is based on the fact that the 


*So already Theodore of Mopsuestia: Bevasras 33 simsiv, des cupQaves tae 
dsixvuras CovTe WACK H RTC“. 


? Comp. also Nigelsbach, z, Jlias, p. 193, ed. 3. 
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painful struggling of the xricts is directed towards the longed- 
for change, with the setting in of which the suffering has accom- 
plished its end and ceases. Comp. John xvi. 21.— ayps tov 
yov| that is, up to the present moment; so incessantly has the 
sighing continued. Formerly Frommann imported the thought : 
until now, when the revelation of the true goal in Christ has taken 
place ; see, against this, Zahn, p. 524 f. However, Frommann 
has now corrected his view. Hofmann erroneously takes it as: 
now still, in contrast to the future change. Comp. rather Phil. 
i 5. The point of beginning of the sighing and travailing is 
that trerayn in ver. 20. Comp. also éws tov viv in Matt. - 
xxiv. 21. Now still would be ére viv, 1 Cor. iii. 2. 

Ver. 23. Climax of the foregoing proof that the ém’ édmf:, 
Ore «.7T.A. Of the xriots, ver. 21, is well founded. ‘“ Otherwise, 
indeed, we Christians also would not join in that sighing.” — 
ov povoy Sé] scil. waca 4 xrloss orevater. — What follows must 
be read: GAA cal adrol, THY aTapynY TOO TrEvpaTOS 
Eyovres, cai avtot ey éautots crevalopuev. See the critical 
remarks. But we also on our part, though we possess the first- 
fruits of the Spirit, sigh likewise in ourselves. — thy amapy. T. 
avev.| T. Tv. is the partitive genitive, as is involved in the very 
meaning of amvapyy. Comp. xvi 5; 1 Cor. xv. 20, xvi. 15; 
Jas.1.18; and all the passages of the LXX. and Apocr., where 
a7r. stands with the genitive of the thing, in Biel and Schleusner. 
Comp. Herod. 192; Plat. Legg. vii. p. 806 D; Dem. 164. 21; 
Thue. ii. 58.3; Soph. Zrach. 758; Eur. Or. 96; Phoen. 864 ; 
Ion. 402; also dwrapyn tis codias, Plat. Prot. p. 343 A; and 
arrapyal amo didocodias, Plut. Mor. p.172 C. By the pos- 
sessors, however, of the amrapyn Tod mvevparos, are not exclu- 
sively meant the apostles, who at Pentecost had received the first 
outpouring of the Spirit, and among whom Paul includes himself 
on account of his miraculous conversion (Origen, Oecumenius, 
Melancthon, Grotius, and others). He means rather the Chris. 
trans of that age generally, since in fact they—in contrast to 
the far greater mass of mankind still unconverted, for whom, 
according to Joel iii. 1, the receiving of the Spirit was still a 
thing of the future (xi. 25 ff:)—were in possession of that, 
which first had resulted from the communication of the Spirtt, 

ROM. II. F 
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and which therefore stood related to the collective bestowal as 
the daybreak. So, on the whole, Erasmus, Wetstein, Morus, 
Reiche, Kollner, de Wette, Olshausen, Koster, and Frommann ; 
see also Miiller in the Luther. Zeitschr. 1871, p. 618, Paul 
does not say simply 16 mvedpa éyovres, but, in the lofty feeling 
of the privilege, which he discovered in the earlier calling and 
sanctification of the then Christians: ty dmapy. 7. mv. éy.; 
“even we, though favoured so pre-eminently that we possess 
the jirst-fruit gift of the Spirit, cannot refrain from sighing 
likewise.” This we remark in opposition to the oft-repeated 
objection, that it was not an element of importance whether 
they had received the srvedua at the first or a few years later ; 
and also in opposition to the quite as irrelevant objection of 
Hofmann, that the conception of a measure of the Spirit to be 
given forth by degrees is nowhere indicated. This conception 
has no place here, and the Spirit is one and the same; but if, 
in the first instance, only a comparatively small portion of 
mankind has received it, and its possession in the case of the 
remaining collective body is still in abeyance, this serves to con- 
stitute the idea of an dmapy7 in relation to the whole body. 
Nevertheless, the sense: best gift of the Spirit (Ch. Schmidt, 
Rosenmiiller), is not conveyed by 7. arapy7yv, because that must 
have been suggested by the context, and also because Paul 
could not have regarded the later communication of the Spirit 
as less valuable. Further, the sense of a merely provisional 
reception of the Spirit, taking place, as it were, on account, in 
contrast to the future full effusion in the kingdom of heaven 
(Chrysostom and other Fathers, in Suicer, Thes. L p. 423; 
Calvin, Beza, Pareus, Estius, Calovius, Semler, Flatt, Tholuck, 
Philippi, and Bisping; comp. also Pfleiderer), 1s not contained 
in az. tT. wv. because Paul, had he wished to speak here of a 
preliminary reception in contrast to the future plenitude, must 
necessarily, in accordance with the connection, have so spoken 
of that of the viodecia or Sofa, not of the Spirit, and because 
a full effusion of the Spirit at the Parousia is nowhere taught 
in the N. T. The Spirit already received, not a new and more 

' This is certainly no ‘‘ side-glance at other Christians” (as Philippi objects), 
which would be both a far-fetched and a disturbing element. 
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perfect reception of it in the future aiwy, by its quickening 
_ activity leads to and conditions the eternal {w7, in which God 
is then all in all (1 Cor. xv. 28). Others, again, make r. a». 
an epexegetical genitive of apposition: the Spirit as first-fruits, 
namely, of the state of glory. So Bengel, Keil, Opusc., Winer, 
p. 495 [E. T. 667], Baumgarten-Crusius, Reithmayr, Riickert, 
Maier, Hofmann, Zahn, and Engelhardt; comp. also Flatt. 
But however Pauline the idea may be (2 Cor. i. 22, v. 3; 
Eph. i. 14; comp. Rom. ii. 5), it would, when thus expressed, 
be liable to be misunderstood, since the readers were accus- 
tomed to find in the genitive with dwapyn nothing else than 
that, of which the latter is a portion; and how intelligibly 
Paul might have expressed himself, either in accordance with 
2 Cor. ic. and Eph. i.c., by tov appa8eava, or by r. arr. (sctl. THs 
viobec.) év TH mrvevs.! This applies, at the same time, against 
Fritzsche, who takes tod mvevp. as genitive of the subject, and the 
first gifts of the Spirit as in contrast to the cwrnpia which the 
Spirit will give to us in the aiey pédAwyv. Against this it may 
also be urged that the Holy Ghost is not described in the 
N. T. as the Giver of eternal life (not even in such passages as 
2 Cor. i. 22, v. 5; Eph. i 14, rv. 30; Gal vi 8). Itis God 
who, in like manner as He calls and justifies, confers also the 
eternal Sofa (ver. 30). The Spirit operates to eternal life by 
His government (ver. 2), and is the ground (ver. 11) and 
pledge (appaBev) of that life; but He does not give it.1— xat 
avrot| Repeated and placed along with éy éavrois with earnest 
emphasis: e tps in nobis ipsis. The latter is not equivalent 
to & aAAndous (Schulthess and Fritzsche), but denotes, in har- 
mony with the nature of the deep, painful emotion, the inward 
sighing of the still longing of believers; which suffers, is 
silent, and hopes, but never complains, being assured of the 
goal that shall be finally reached. Hofmann incorrectly would 
join «. avrol éy éavrots with éyovres. But this would leave the 
xal, which, according to the common connection with orevd€, 


1 Hence also the expression used by Luther, in the explanation of the third 
article in the Smaller Catechism, does not accord with the New Testament mode 
of expression. The sense in which he meant it is brought out, however, in the 
Larger Catechism. 
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has its appropriate correlative in the sighing of the xrisis, 
without a reference. For, when Hofmann sets it down as the 
object of the xai to emphasize personal possession on the part of 
the Christians in contrast to the future participation of the 
«tious, there is thus forced on this «ai the meaning of already; 
and this all the more arbitrarily, since xat avdro/ just precedes 
it in the quite common sense of e¢ tpst (Baeumlein, Partzh. 
p. 151; Breitenbach, ad Xen. Hell, iii. 1. 10), and its emphatic 
repetition is very appropriate to the lively emotion of the 
discourse. — viobec. direxdey.] whilst we wait for the adoption of 
children. It is true, believers have already this blessing (ver. 
15), but only as inward relation and as divine right, with 
which, however, the objective and real state does not yet 
correspond. Thus, looked at from the standpoint of complete 
realization, they are only to receive vioBeoiay at the Parousia, 
whereupon the droxdAufis trav viavy +r. Qeod and their 
Sofa ensues. Comp. also Matt. v. 9,45; Luke vi 15. In 
like manner the Sixavocvvn is a present possession, and also 
one to be entered on hereafter. Comp. on v. 19; and see on 
Gal. v. 5; Col. iii. 3 f. Luther incorrectly joins viofec. with 
otevat., which, with an accusative, means to bemoan or bewail 
something (Soph. Ant. 873; Oed. C. 1668; Dem. 690. 18; 
Eur. Suppl. 104; and often elsewhere). — ry amor. T. oop. 
np.] epexegesis: (namely) the redemption of our body from 
all the defects of its earthly condition; through which re- 
demption it shall be glorified into the cama apOaproy similar 
to the glorified body of Christ (Phil. iii, 21; 2 Cor. v. 2 ff; 
1 Cor. xv. 51), or shall be raised up as such, in case of our 
not surviving till the Parousia (1 Cor. xv. 42 ff). So, in 
substance (Tod cep. as gen. suly.), Chrysostom and other 
Fathers (in Suicer, Zhes. I. p. 463), Beza, Grotius, Estius, 
Cornelius a Lapide, and most modern expositors. On the 
other hand, Erasmus, Clericus, and others, including Reiche, 
Fritzsche, Krehl, and Ewald, take it as: redemption from 
the body. This is linguistically admissible (Heb. ix. 15); we 
should thus have to refer it, not to death, but to deliverance 
from this earthly body through the reception of the immortal 
and glorious body at the Parousia, 1 Cor. xv. 51. But in that 


> 
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case Paul must have added to rod cwpar. nuay a qualitative 
more precise definition, as in Phil. iii. 21 


Remark.—If we adopt the common reading (aAAd xa? aibrol 
civ acs. ©. ZV. Eyovres, xa! Hust adrol x¢.a.), which Ewald and 
Umbreit follow, while Riickert, Philippi, Tholuck, and Hofmann 
declare themselves in favour of ours (see the crit. remarks), 
aisol. . . éyovrss 18 understood, evther as meaning the Chris- 
tians of that age generally, and xa? suri airoi the apostles 
(Kollner, following Melancthon, Wolf, and many others), or 
Paul alone (Koppe, Reiche, Umbreit, and many others) ; 07, the 
former is referred to beginners in Christianity, and the latter 
to those who have been Christians for a longer time (Glockler); 
or, both (the latter per analepsin) are referred to the apostles 
(Grotius), or to the Christians (Luther, Beza, Calvin, Klee, 
Maier, Koster, and Frommann). The interpretation referring 
it to the Christians is the only right one; so that #us% brings 
into more definite prominence the repeated subject. The 
txorrts, without the article, is fatal to every reference to sub- 
jects of two sorts. 


Ver. 24. Ty yap dr. éow6.] Ground of the viobeciay 
amrexd., 80 far as the vioGecia is still object of expectation ; for 
in hope we were made partakers of salvation. The dative, 
“non medi, sed modt” (Bengel), denotes that to which the 
éow0, is to be conceived as confined (Winer, p. 202) [E. T. 271], 
and 7H €A7r. is prefixed with the emphasis of the contrast of 
reality ; for “sic liberati sumus ut adhuc speranda sit haere- 
ditas, postea possidenda, et ut ita dicam, nunc habemus jus 
ad rem, nondum in re,” Melancthon. Comp. Tit. iii. 7; Col. 
ni. 3 f. Following Chrysostom, others (recently Riickert, 
Kollner, and de Wette) take the dative in an instrumental 
sense: by hope—thus assuming that Paul characterizes fa:th, 
the proper medium of salvation, as hope. Incorrectly, because 
in general Paul specifically distinguishes faith and hope 
(1 Cor. xiii, 13), while he always bases salvation only on 
faith, from which hope thereupon proceeds (comp. Col. i. 

1 See even Melancthon, who rightly observes: ‘‘ Differunt autem fides et spes, 


-quia fides in praesentia accipit remissionem peccatorum .. . sed spes est exspec- 
tatio fuurae liberationis.” Faith precedes the latter. 
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27); and here especially, as is shown by what follows, he 
brings into prominence the definite conception of hope, which 
as Soka pedrovrwy (Plat. Legg. I. p. 644 C) rests in the 
mpoadoxia aya0od (Plat. Def. p. 416 A). Hofmann also takes 
TH éd7. in the sense of the means, but so that it shall signify 
the benejit hoped for, the object of the waiting, which God has 
offered to us in the word, by which we were converted to faith 
(CoL i. 5). Thus, however, the thought that we have been 
saved by hope (instead of by faith, Eph. ii 8) is set aside 
only by the insertion of parenthetical clauses. And in Col 
i. 5, the blessing hoped for, heard of through preaching, is 
set forth as the ground, not of conversion or salvation, but of 
love. — édmris S5€ «7d... . atrexdey.] is a deduction from 
TH édm. éow8., closing the first ground of encouragement, and 
meaning substantially: “the nature of hope, however, involves 
our patiently waiting for.”—Brerropévn] But a hope (dé pera- 
Barixov) that is seen, 1. whose object lies before the eyes 
(comp. on the objective éAmis, Col i. 5; 1 Tim.i, 1; Heb. 
vi. 18; Thue. iii 57. 4; Lucian, Pisce. 3; Aeschin. ad Ctesiph. 
100). Comp. 2 Cor. iv. 18.— ri nat ere ;] Why doth he 
still hope for it? By «ai is indicated the—in the supposed 
case groundless—accession of hope to sight (1 Cor. xv. 29). 
Comp. generally, on this strengthening use of the «at, diam, 
in lively interrogation, Klotz, ad Devar. p. 633 f, and on 
1 Cor. ic. Bengel aptly remarks: “cwm visione non est 
spe opus.” 

Ver. 25. Av vropu.| With patience, perseveringly. Heb. xii. 
1; Kiihner, II. 1, p. 418. — The indicative azexéey., which is 
not, with Estius, Koppe, Kollner, and others, to be taken as 
exspectare debemus, does not announce the virtuous operation 
(Grotius), but simply the situation, which the circumstance 
that we hope without seeing involves. The ehial position 
assigned to us is, that we patiently wait for the object of our 
hope. 

Ver. 26. The second ground of encouragement (see on 
vv. 18-31), connected with the immediately foregoing by 
@cavras.' — 70 veda] The objective Holy Spirit. See vv. 

' The progress of thought is simple: ‘‘If we hope for what we see not, then 
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16, 23, and what follows, where the activity of the mvevya 
is described as something distinct from the subjective con- 
sciousness. Kollner incorrectly takes it (comp. Reiche) as 
the Christian life-element ; and van Hengel: “ fiduciae sensus 
a. Sp. 8. profectus.” —ovvayrirA.] The ovy must neither be 
neglected (as by many older expositors, also Olshausen), nor 
regarded as a mere strengthening adjunct (Riickert and 
Reiche). Beza gives the right explanation: “ad nos labor- 
antes refertur.” He joins His activity with our weakness, 
helps it. See Luke x. 40; Ex. xviii. 22; Ps. Ixxxviii. 22. — 
TH aobevela ipso] Not specially weakness in prayer (Ambro- 
siaster and Bengel), for in what follows there is specified only 
the particular mode of the help, which the Spirit renders to us 
in our infirmity. It is therefore to be left general: with our 
weakness,—so far, namely, as in that waiting for final redemp- 
tion adequate power of our own for troyovy fails us. — 10 
yap tt wrpocev€. x.T.d.] Reason assigned, by specifying how the 
Spirit, etc.; in prayer, namely, He intercedes for us —On 70, see 
Winer, p. 103 [E. T. 135}, It denotes what of praying comes 
into question in such a position. Comp. Kriiger, Xen. Anad. 
iv. 4. 17. — tl apocevé. xabo Set] what we ought to pray for 
according as i 18 necessary, in proportion (comp. 2 Cor. vill 
12; 1 Pet. iv. 13) to the need. The latter is the subse- 
quently determining element; it is not absolutely and alto- 
gether unknown to us what we ought to ask, but only what 
it 18 necessary to ask according to the given circumstances. 
Usually xa6o Sef is taken in reference to the form of asking, 
like arws in Matt. x. 19; but thus the distinctive reference of 
the meaning of «ao, prout (comp. Plat. Soph. p. 267 D; 
Baruch i. 6) is neglected. Chrysostom rightly illustrates the 
matter by the apostle’s own example, who trep tov exodoros 
tov SeSopéveu aire ty rH capxi (2 Cor. xii.) had prayed for what 
was not granted him. According to Hofmann, xa@o Se? connects 
the matter stands with us, (1) on the footing, that we with patience wait ; but 
likewise (2) on thé footing, that the Spirit helps us.” The avadras, pariter ac, 
itidem (see generally Kiihner, II. 1, p. 564), introduces a symmetrical correspond- 
ing relation, which is added on the divine side to our waiting. Comp. Mark 


xiv. 31; 1 Tim. v. 25; Tit. ii. 6; Plat. Symp. p. 186 E, al; 2 Macc. xv. 89; 
3 Mace. vi. 38. 
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itself with eux oldapev, so that the thought would be: “we do 
not $0 sedeedaia as it would be necessary.” But how much too 
feeble in this connection would be the assertion of a merely 
insufficient knowledge ! — imrepevruyydver] i.e. évruyydver vrrép 
pov, He applies Himself for our benefit (counterpart of xi 
2), namely, rm ew, which addition is read by Origen. The 
double compound is not elsewhere preserved, except in the 
Fathers, but it is formed after the analogy of vmepazroxpivo- 
peat, virepatroAcyéoat, and many other words. The super- 
lative rendering of it (Luther: “He intercedes for us the best’’) 
is improbable, since évruyydver does not already express the 
notion of that which is much (v. 20) or triumphant (vill. 
37; Phil. ii. 9), or the like, which would admit of enhance- 
ment. — orevayp. aradrntous] 7.¢. thereby that He makes unutter- 
able sighs, sighs whose meaning words are powerless to convey. 
The idea therefore is, that the Holy Spirit sighs unutterably 
in our hearts (ver. 27), and thereby intercedes for us with 
God, to whom, as heart-searcher, the desire of the Spirit 
sighing in the heart is known. It was an erroneous view, 
whereby, following Augustine, 7. VI. on John ii, most exposi- 
tors, who took to av. rightly as the Holy Spirit, held the 
orevayy. adanr. to be unutterable sighs which the man, incited 
by the Spirit,’ heaves forth. The Spirit Himself (comp. also 
Hofmann) must sigh, if He is to intercede for us with sighs, and 
if God is to understand the dpovnua of the Spirit (ver. 27); 
although the Spirit uses the human organ for His sighing (comp. 
the counterpart phenomenon of demons speaking or crying 

1 According to Philippi: ‘‘the sanctified human spirit,” whose sighing is 
traced back to its ultimate origin, the Spirit of God Himself. In the cordial 
marriage of the Spirit of God with that of man, there takes place, as it were (f), 
an incarnation of the former. This mysticism is not in harmony with the N. T., 
which always distinguishes clearly and specifically between the Holy Spirit and 
the human spirit, as in ver. 16. This applies also against Pfleiderer in Hilgen- 
feld’s Zeitechr. 1871, p. 178 f., who thinks that our spirit is to be distinguished 
from the divine Spirit dwelling in us only in such a way, that the two stand 
related merely as the form to the real contents of the self-consciousness. In 
cases such as our passage, according to his view, the Ego knows itself in ob- 
jective consciousness as furnished with the Divine Spirit, without feeling itself 
to be so in the subjective consciousness. In this way there is substituted for the 


. twofold spirié in our passage 2 twofold form and activity of the Christian con- 
sciousness, which the plain words do not permit. 
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out of men), as He likewise does elsewhere for His speaking, 
Matt. x. 20, See also on Gal. iv. 6. The tongue is analo- 
gously, in the case of speaking with tongues, the organ of the 
Spirit who speaks. The necessary explanation of the avedua 
as meaning the Holy Spirit, and the fact that the sighs must 
be His sighs, overturn the rationalizing interpretations of 
Reiche: “Christian feeling cherishes, indeed, the quiet long- 
ing in the heart, and therewith turns, full of confidence, to 
God, but nevertheless does not permit itself any inquisitive 
wishes towards Him ;” and of Kollner: “The Spirit gained in 
Christ . . . works in man that deep and holy emotion in 
which man, turned towards God in his inmost feeling, cannot, 
in the fulness of the emotion, express his burden in words, and 
can only relieve his oppressed heart by silent groanings.” A 
mere arbitrary alteration of the simple verbal sense is to be 
found in the view to which Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophy- 
lact, and others have recourse, that the Spirit is here the yd- 
piope evyys, in virtue of which the human soul sighs. Comp. 
Theodoret, who thinks that Paul means not ray trootacw rod 
_avevpatos, but trav Sedouévny trois muatevoves yapw' tid yap 
TauTns Steyetpopevos xatavurTopeba, trupaevopevot mpoOupoTepov 
mpooevyopeba «.7.X. The question whether, moreover, aAan. 
should, with Beza, Grotius, Wetstein, Koppe, Flatt, Glockler, 
Fritzsche, Baumgarten-Crusius, Reithmayr, van Hengel, Koster, 
and others, be rendered wnexpressed,' i.e. dumb, not accompanied 
with words, or, with the Vulgate and the majority of com- 
mentators, inexpressible (for the expression of whose meaning 
words are insufficient), is decided by the fact that only the 
latter sense can be proved by linguistic usage, and it charac- 
terizes the depth and fervour of the sighing most directly and 
forcibly. Comp. also 2 Cor. ix. 15; 1 Pet. i 8.; Anth. Pal 
_v. 4 (Philodem. 17); Theogn. 422 (according to Stob. Serm. 
36, p. 216). 

Ver. 27. ‘O épeuy. tas xapd.] Traditionally hallowed (1 Sam. 
xvi 7; 1 Kings viii. 39; Ps: vii. 10; Prov. xv. 11; Jer. 
xvi. 9 f.), description of God, bearing on the subject in 


1 As &$inres may be used; but not épdéares, which always means, unutteradle, 
unspeakable. 
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hand ; for it is ¢n the heart, as in the central laboratory of the 
personal self-conscious life (comp. Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 254), 
that the praying Spirit sighs, Gal. iv. 6.— ére] Not for, as 
many think, including Tholuck, Riickert, de Wette, Philippi, 
Ewald, and Umbreit. What follows in fact conveys no real 
ground, since God would in every case know the purpose of 
the Spirit, and to take olde in the pregnant sense: wnder- 
stands and hears (so Riickert, following Calvin), is utterly 
unjustifiable, especially after o épevy. «.7.A. The 6re is rather 
that, annexed by way of explanation: that He, namely. 
Comp. Grotius, Estius, Benecke, Reiche, Fritzsche, Maier, 
Krehl, Baumgarten-Crusius, Bisping, Reithmayr, van Hengel, 
and Hofmann. See on Phil. i. 27, ii. 22, al.— xara Oecov] 
This, explained by Origen “ secundum divinitatem,” does not 
mean: on the instigation of God (Tholuck, appealing improperly 
to 1 Cor. xii. 8), but: an accordance with God, i.e. so as God 
desires it, kata yvopnv avrov, Theodore of Mopsuestia. Comp. 
2 Cor. vii 9,10; 4 Macc. xv. 2; Plat. Apol. pp. 22 A, 23 B. 
The sense: in pursuance of the divine disposal, more common 
in classic usage (see Wetstein on the passage, and Valcken. ad 
Herod. iii. 153), is here foreign. Bohme, Reiche, and Fritzsche 
render it before God, with God (“in Deum quasi conversus”’). 
This is indeed justifiable from a linguistic point of view 
(Bernhardy, p. 240), comp. Wisd. v. 1, Ecclus. xxxiv. 6; but 
how superfluous and unsuited to the emphasis of the prominent 
position assigned to it! With the emphasis on xara cor it 
cannot appear strange that Paul has not written xar’ avrov, 
but has rather named the subject. Comp. Xen. Mem.1. 3. 2: 
evyeto 5é mpos tous Oeovs,.. . ws Tovs Geods KadMoTA 
eldoras «.t.4. The omission of the article, which does not 
render the expression adverbial (against Hofmann), establishes 
in the case of @eos no difference of sense (Winer, p. 115 f. 
[E. T. 151]).— dep dylwr] for saints, without the article 
because qualitative ; “ sancti sunt et Deo propinqui et auxilio 
digni, pro quibus intercedit,” Bengel. On évruyy. tép twos, 
to pray for any one, see Bahr on Plut. amin. p. 83. 

Ver. 28. Third ground of encouragement ; comp. on ver. 26. 
/ — oidapev 5é] It 1s known to us, however (as in ver. 22). This 
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dé is not: on the other hand, however, in contradistinction to 
the sighing discussed since ver. 22, as Hofmann thinks—a 
reference, that must have been marked in some way or other 
(at least by the stronger adversative a\Ad). It is the usual 
peraBartxoy, and carries us from the special relation discussed 
in ver. 26 f£ over to a general one, the consciousness of which 
must finally place the good courage of the believer on a footing 
all the more sure. — ois a@yar. Tr. Qeov] the dative of com- 
munion. Paul characterizes as lovers of God (xat’ éfoy.) the 
true Christians (comp. 1 Cor. ii. 9, ili. 8; Eph. vi 24; Jas. 
i 12), as is plain from rots ward «.7.d.| — wdvtal everything, 
7.e., according to the context, all , 
ain not exce On the thought, comp. Plat. 
Rep. p. 613 A. — quvepygt] works along unth, that is, conirt- 
butes ; BonGet, Hesychius. See Wetstein. The ovr does not 
refer to the common working together of the elements con- 
tained in wdyta (comp. ver. 22), but to the idea of the fellow- 
ship in which he who supports necessarily stands to him who 
is supported. Comp. on ver. 26.— eis dygfev] in : 
for good ; it works beneficially. Comp. Theogn. 161; Hom 
Ii. x. 102; Plat. Rep. ic. ; Ecclus. xxxix. 27; iii, 4. 
Reiche erroneously takes it as: “the good of the Christians, 
their eternal welfare.” In that case, the article at least must 
have been used as in xiv. 16; and some witnesses in reality 
add it. Bengel has the right view: “in bonwm, ad glorifica- 
tionem usque” (ver. 30).— ots xara mpo0. KAnTots odo] These 
words may mean either (odcvy as predicate, joing on): “ since 
they are the called according to His purpose” (so Hofmann), or 
(taking rots in conjunction with ovow), as to those who (quippe 
qui, 4.e. since they indeed) are the called according to Hts pur- 
_pose.__So usually ; and this latter is the true rendering, because 
otherwise ovcw would be put not only quite superfluously, but 
also in @ way very liable 7 misconception, since it would occur 
to every reader, at the first glance, to join tots with otow. 


1 In this very description of the Christian estate there is ipod 5 ground at 
Sica the aati the certainty of which is thereupon still more precisely 
explained. Hofmann finds a retrospective glance at v. 1 ff., but only by means 
of his incorrect view of 4 dydern cov Osev, v. 5. 
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- Had Paul meant what Hofmann thinks he did, he would have 
written simply tots x. aw. xAntots without ovoty, or possibly 
oitivés €ioty ob x. 17. KANTOl. — Respecting the idea itself, there 
is causally involved in the relation of being the called according 
to His purpose (for the emphasis rests on xAnrots), the certainty 
that to them all things, etc. ; for otherwise that high distinction, 
which God has conferred upon them according to the purpose 
of His grace, would be vain and fruitless, which is impossible 
(ver. 30). The mpoeors here meant is the free decree formed 
by God in eternity for imparting bliss to believers through 
Christ Gx. 11; Eph. i 11, iit 11; 2 Tim. i 9; Eph. i. 9)- 
In accordance with that decree, the call of God to the Messianic 
salvation through the preaching of the gospel (x. 14; 2 Thess. 
ii. 14) has gone forth to those comprehended in that decree. 
Therefore, when Paul terms the Christians «Anroi, it is self- 
evident that in their case the call has met with success (1 Cor. 
i, 24), consequently has been combined with the converting 
operation of the divine grace,—without the latter, however, 
being found in the word itself, or the word being made equiva- 
lent to éxAexroi, Comp. Lamping, Paul de praedest. decreta, 
Leovard. 1858, p. 40 f. Christians are at the same time 
xrnrol, éxrextol (ix. 11), dywoe «.7.A.; but the significations of 
these predicates correspond to different characteristic qualities 
of the Christian state. Consequently, just as it was quite a 
mistaken view to interpret zrpoOects of the personal self-deter- 
mination of the subjects (Chrysostom, Theodoret, and others), 
so also it was an unbiblical and hazardous distinction (see 
against this, Calovius) to put the called xara mpoecw in con- 
trast with those who are called pus xara ampob. (Augustine, 
Estius, Reithmayr, and others). Weiss aptly observes, in the 


Jahrb. f, Deutsche Theol. 18517, p.~T9? “Election apd-calling 


are inseparable correlative ideas; where the _one _takes. place, 
ere the other takes’ place “Zlso: * only “we- cannot take cog- 


nizance of the former as an act before all time and within the 
divine mind, while the latter becomes apparent as a historical 
fact.” Comp. also his bibl. Theol. p. 386 f. 

Vv. 29, 30. More detailed development and expression of 
tois x. mpo0. Kr. ovoty,—as a continued confirmation of the 
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oldapev, rs x.t.r. “ For this divine plan cf salvation advancing 
from the mpoOeors to the wAnots, leads the Christian safely and 
surely to the So€a;” hence it is not conceivable that anything 
whatever, in opposition to this plan, should exercise other than 
a beneficial influence upon them (ver. 31 ff.). — mpoéyvw] 
foreknew, namely, as those who should one day, in the way of the 
divine plan of salvation, become cvppopgpor tis eixovos tT. viod 
avrov.! That this character, in which they were foreknown by 
God, presupposes the subjection to faith (the dzaxo) mriotews 
i. 5), was self-evident to the Christian reader. Erasmus aptly 
remarks : “ Non temere elegit Deus quos elegit, novit suos multo 
antequam vocaret.” The text merely gives the terminus of the 
apo in mpoéyvw and mwrpowpice quite indefinitely, namely : before 
their calling. More precise definitions, therefore (eg. that of 
Tholuck: “before the foundation of the world,” though in 
itself correct, Eph. 1. 4, i7. 11), should not be here given. The 
taking of the wvoéyvw in the sense of prescience, demanded by 
the signification of the word, has been followed (though with 
various, and in part very arbitrary, attempts to supply thai, 
as which the persons concerned were foreknown by God) by 
Origen, Chrysostom, Augustine, Ambrosiaster, Jerome, Theo- 
phylact, Oecumenius, Erasmus, Paraphr., Toletus, Calovius, 
and others, including Reiche, Neander, Tholuck, Reithmayr, 
Maier, Philippi, van Henge], Hahn, Ewald, Weiss, and others. 
The question whether ‘his exposition or the other of the pre- 
election (Calvin and others, including Riickert, Usteri, Kollner, 
de Wette, Fritzsche, Krehl, Baumgarten-Crusius, and Lamping), 
is the true one, cannot be got rid of by mixing up the two 
conceptions (Umbreit); nor is it to be decided by dogmatic 
presuppositions, but simply by the usage of the language, in 
accordance with which zpoy. never in the N. T. (not even in 
xL 2, 1 Pet. i 20) means anything else than to know before- 


' This filling up of the idea of xpeiysw is implied, namely, in what follows. If 
God has destined them beforehand to a future fashioning in the likeness, etc., He 
must also have already known them beforehand as those who should one day be 
thus fashioned. Consequently we are not to understand the predisposition to 
love (ver. 28) as the object of the speiyrw (Weiss Uc. p. 74f., and bibl. Theol. 
p. 885). Bengel well remarks on cupuéppovs 2.7.2. : ‘‘ Hic est character prae- 
cognitorum et glorificandorum.” 
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hand (Acts xxvi. 5; 2 Pet. iii. 17; Judith ix..6; Wisd. vi 
13, viii. 8, xviil. 6). Comp. Philippi ¢n Joc., and his Glaubdens- 
lehre, TV. 1, p. 117 ff., ed. 2. That in classic usage it ever 
means anything else, cannot be at all proved. See, on the 
contrary, Hom. Cer. 258; Xen. Ap. 30; Plat. Rep. p. 426 C; 
Theaet. p.203D; Tim. p.70C; Eur. Hipp. 1072; Dem. 861. 
13; Lucian, Prom. 20. ‘Comp. also rrpoyvmous and mpoyract:- 
xos. An appeal is made to the familiar use of ysaox. in the 
sense of judicial cognizance, or even of other resolutions and 
decisions (Herod. iv. 25, i. 74, 78; Thuc. iv. 30, iii. 99, and 
many other instances). But, in the first place, it is never in 
this sense joined with the accusative of the person without an 
infinitive ; and secondly, there is no such precedent of usage for 
the compound trpoywaooxewy, current as it was in Greek authors ; 
for the few passages in which it means to take forethought 
about something (Thue, i. 64. 5; Xen. Cyr. i. 4. 11, with a 
very doubtful reading) are not suitable for comparison, either 
as regards the sense, or as respects the union with the personal 
accusative in our passage. The incorrectness of this explana- 
tion is confirmed, moreover, by the analogy of the following 
clauses, which always add another and different idea to the one 
preceding. The right interpretation remains, therefore: prae- 
cognovit (Vulg. = praescivit), which, however, is neither to be 
altered, with Augustine, Vatablus, Grotius, Estius, and others, 
into approbavit jam ante, to which view also Tholuck and 
Riickert incline (see on vil. 15); nor to be taken, with Hof- 
mann, in that sense of yeve@oxey which obtains in 1 Cor. viii. 3, 
xiii, 12, Gal. iv. 9, 2 Tim. 1 19 (an appropriating cogniz- 
ance of what is akin and homogeneous, according to Hofmann). 
The latter, to which also Delitzsch ultimately comes, Psychol. 
p. 39, is incorrect, because in accordance with it the rpoyvacts 
would be a relation of communion already entered into actively 
by God, which would necessarily include the spoopropos, and 
consequently exclude the latter as a special and accessory act. 
For to suppose that Paul, with mpoéyym and mpowpice, does 
not mean two acts following each other in succession, but 

1 Comp. Calvin: the spéyswes is an “‘ adoptio, qua filioe suos a reprobis 
semper discrevit ;” this notitia being dependent a beneplacito of God. 
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asserts the former of the persons, and the latter of the character 
ascribed to them (Hofmann), is wholly groundless in presence 
of the clearly progressive description of the apostle. The right 
view, since faith is the subjective ground of salvation, is that 
held by Calovius and our older dogmatists: “ quos creditwros 
praevidit vel susceptwros vocationem.” It is God's being aware 
an His plan, by means of which, before the subjects are destined 
by Him to salvation, He knows whom He has to destine thereto. 
Comp. on xi. 2.— «ai mpowpice] them He destined also before- 
hand. To what? cuppopd. rijs etx. r. vi. adt.: to be conformed 
to the wmage of His Son, 206 to be such as should present the 
amage of His Son in their conformation. From the following eis 
ro elvas «.7.d, it is plain that Paul here means the same which 
in ver. 23 he has designated as viofeolay, tiv atrodvTpwot Tov 
cwpatos huey, consequently the glory to which God has pre- 
destined them, the state of the wéAXovoa Sofa (ver. 18), so far 
as this shall be the same (even in respect of the glorified body, 
Phil. iii, 21, 1 Cor. xv. 49) as that which the exalted Christ 
has, Comp. 2 Cor. iii. 18, 1 John iii 2. The fellowship m 
suffering (Calvin, Grotius, Calovius, and others) is here remote. 
What Paul has in view must be the same as he denotes in 
ver. 30 by édo£ace, consequently the conformitas gloriae, This 
very thought of the entire glorious appearance, which he means, 
has suggested the vivid expression ouppopd. t. eixovos ; where- 
fore we are not, with Chrysostom (drep yap o povoyerns Fw 
ducet, rovTO Kai avtol yeyovacs cata ydpw), Theophylact, Bengel, 
and others, to refer it to the present viofecia. Theodoret has 
the nght view. The conformity of the inner being is not 
conveyed in the expression (Hofmann understands it as im- 
cluded), but is the moral presupposition of the glory meant. — 
avppophos (Lucian, Amor. 39), in Phil. iii, 21 with the dative, 
here with the genitive. See Bernhardy, p. 171; Kiihner, IL. 1, 
p. 295. — eis ro elvas «.7.X.] Not an inferential clause (see on 
i, 20), but—as the very notion of wpowp. embraces the pur- 
pose—the jinal aim of mpowp. cuppopd. w.7.r. Nor is the 
main thought contained in év vrodd. adeAd., as de Wette very 
arbitrarily supposes; but, on the contrary, Paul contemplates 
Christ as the One, to whom the divine decree referred as to zs 
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final aim. Christ was to fulfil His lofty commission not merely 
by standing in the relation of His glory to the Father as the 
provoyerns, but by being the First-born among many brethren, 7. 
among many who through Him, the essential and primordial 
Son of God, should, as adopted viol @eov, and consequently in 
so far as His brethren, have attained to the same Sofa of sharing 
the possession of the dignity and privilege (Col. i. 18) of the 
First-born.' Comp. also Heb. i. 6, and Liinemann in loc. — 
éxanece}] Like xdnrots in ver. 28. For those who despised the 
invitation to salvation conveyed to them through the preachers 
of the gospel did not belong to the called, whom God zrpoéyve 
and mpowpice; the following rovrous «. édvx. also presupposes 
that the calling has been attended with the result of the 
vraxon wicrews. Comp. on ver.28. Hence the divine saving 
grace is to be conceived as working by means of the word on 
those who become called, namely, in opening and preparing the 
heart for the reception of the word,? Acts xvi 14; Phil. i. 
6, 29; John vi. 44. God has fore-known those who would 
not oppose to His gracious calling the resistance of unbelief, 
but would follow its drawing; thereafter He has fore-ordained 
them to eternal salvation ; and when the time had come for the 
execution of His saving counsel, has called them, etc. (ver. 30). 
With the «Ajous begins the execution of the mpoopiopos in 
accordance with the mpoyvwors ; and the subjects concerned are, 
in contrast to the multitude standing outside of this divine 
process of salvation, the éxexrol (ver. 33). — éSccalwoev| Jus- 
tification is consequently the sole ground of the glorifying ; 
sanctification is added to wz, in order that the justified may 
attain that goal in the way that God desires. — édo£ace] Jus- 
tification, as a divine act of imputation, is really (not merely 
ideally or in principle, in opposition to Lipsius, Rechéfert. 
p. 48 f.) accomplished ; but the glorification falls to the future 
(ver. 21, v. 2, and constantly in N. T.; comp. also 1 Cor. ii. 7, 
Rom. ix. 23). Notwithstanding, the aorist neither stands for 
the future nor for the present (in opposition to Kollner; see 
1 Comp. Philippi, Glaubensl. II. p. 214, ed. 2. 


3 Comp. Luthardt, v. freien Willen, p. 427; Julius Miiller, dogmat. Abhandl. 
p. 264 ff. 
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Herm. ad Viger. p. 746); nor does it express anywhere in the 
N. T. a habit, as Flatt thinks—against which view, in the pre- 
sent instance, the analogy of the preceding aorists is decisive ; 
but it represents the de facto certainly future glorification as 
so necessary and certain, that it appears as if already given and 
completed with the éS:caitwoev. “ Whom He has justified, them 
He has—viewing the relation from its final aim—therewith also 
glorified.” See Herm. ad Viger. p.' 747 ; Kiihner, IT. 1, p. 142. 
In order thus to place the glorification on the same platform 
of certainty with the mpoéyvw, mpowpice, éxddece, and édix., 
Paul selected the proleptic aorist. On the other hand, the 
triumphant flow of the great chain of thought and the tho- 
roughly Pauline boldness of expression (comp. on Eph. ii. 5) 
are misapprehended, if the act be regarded as accomplished 
only in the decree of God (Grotius, Reiche, and Umbreit) ; or if 
the expression be referred to the glory of God possessed “ at 
jirst only inwardly and secretly” (Hofmann), or to “ repute with 
God” (Marcker), or to the bestowal of grace and vio8ecla here 
below (Chrysostom and his followers, Ambrosiaster, Pelagius, 
and Erasmus), to which also van Hengel adheres, appealing 
to John xii. 28. 

Vy. 31-39. Inference from vv. 29, 30. So, then, the 
Christian has to fear nothing that might be detrimental to his 
salvation; but on the contrary he 18s, with the love of God in 
Christ, assured of that salvation.—This whole passage is (observe 
the logical relation of Gre in ver. 29, and ovy in ver. 31) a 
commentary on ver. 28. And what a commentary! “Quid 
unquam Cicero dixit grandiloquentius ?” Erasmus on ver. 35. 
Comp. Augustine, de doctr. Chr. iv. 20. A sublime dyxos ris 
AéEews (Arist. Rhet. iii. 6) pervades the whole, even as respects 
form. 

Ver. 31. What shall we therefore say (infer thence) with 
respect to these things (vv. 29, 30) ? — e¢ o eds «.7.X.] Here- 
with begins a stream of triumphant questions and answers (on 
to ver. 37) which contains what we say.— The 0 Qeds inrép 
npov briefly sums up the divine guardianship according to 
the tenor of vv. 29, 30.—ris xa sav ;] a question not 
of challenge (Hofmann), with which the following does not 

ROM. II. G 
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accord, but of the sure, already triumphant certainty that all 
hostile power must be unsuccessful and harmless for us. On 
ewvas Kata Tivos, comp. Ecclus. vi. 12; Wisd. iv. 6; Plut. Nie. 
21; and on the contrast of dmép and «ard, 2 Cor. xiii. 8. 
Ver. 32. The answer to the foregoing question,’ likewise 
interrogative, but with all the more confidence. —darye] quippe 
qut, He, who indeed, brings into prominence causally the sub- 
ject of what is to be said of him by ads «:7.A. (see Baeumlein, 
Parttk. p. 57 £.; Bornemann, ad Xen. Symp. iv. 15; Maetzn. 
ad Lycurg. p. 228). This causal clause is with great emphasis 
prefixed to the as «.7.X., of which it serves as the ground (the 
converse occurs ¢g. in Xen. Mem. iv. 4.14; Aristoph. Ran. 
739). — rod iStov] full of significance, for the more forcible 
delineation of the display of love. A contrast, however, to 
the viots Oerovs (Theophylact, Pareus, Wetstein, Tholuck, 
Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, Fritzsche, Philippi) is not 
. implied in the text. Comp., rather, viii. 3: tov éavrod viov, — 
ovx édeicaro] Comp. xi. 21; 2 Cor. xiii, 2; 2 Pet. ii 4, 5; 
frequent also in classic authors. “Deus paterno suo amori 
quasi vim adhibuit,” Bengel The prevalence of the expres- 
sion, as also the fact that Paul has not written rod uiod rod 
a@yannrov, makes the assumption of an allusion to Gen. xxii. 
12 seem not sufficiently well founded (Philippi, Hofmann, and 
many older commentators). The juxtaposition of the negative 
and positive phrases, ovx éd., dA ... wapéd., enhances the 
significance of the act of love. On apédwxey (unto death), 
comp. iv. 25. avy a’r@: with Him who, given up for us, has 
by God’s grace already become ours. Thus everything else 
stands to this highest gift of grace in the relation of concomi- 
tant accessory gist. — mas ovx) Kat] how is it possible that He 
should not also with Him, etc.? The xa? belongs, not to sds 
ovxt (Philippi), but to ody avr@; comp. iii. 29; 1 Cor. ix 8; 
1 Thess. ii. 19. The inference is a majori ad minus. “ Minus 


1 That question no longer required a corroboration (Hofmann) after ver. 28 ff. 
Besides, Paul would have expressed this meaning by a Regarding the fre- 
quent use of yi to introduce the answer in classical Greek, see Klotz, ad Devar. 
p. 292 f. ; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 347; Baeamlein, Partik. p. 62; Kiihner, 
IL 2, p. 784. 
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est enim vobis omnia cum illo donare, quam illum nostri: 
causa morti tradere,’ Ambrosiaster. Comp. Chrysostom. — 
7a wavta| the whole, of what He has to bestow in accordance 
with the aim of the surrender of Jesus; that is, not “the 
uniwwerse of things” (Hofmann), the xAnpovoyia of the world, 
which is here quite foreign, but, in harmony with the context, 
vv. 26-30: the collective saving blessings of His love shown 
to us in Christ. This certainty of the divine relation toward 
us, expressed by mrs x«.7.A., excludes the possibility of success 
on the part of human adversaries. 

Ver. 33 ff. It is impossible that this ovv adr@ ta tdvra 
“piv xaploerav should be frustrated, either on the side of God, 
with whom no accusation of His elect can have the result of 
their condemnation (ver. 33, down to xataxpivwy in ver. 34), 
or on that of Christ, whose death, resurrection, etc., afford the 
guarantee that nothing can separate us from His love (ver. 34, 
Xpicros 6 drroGavey, on to ver. 36). In the analysis of this 
swelling effusion we must return to the method for which 
Origen, Chrysostom, Theodoret, and other Fathers paved the 
way, and which Erasmus followed : namely, that to the question 
Tis éyx@réces x«.7.d. the answer is: Beds 6 Simasay ths 6 Kata- 
xpivev ; and then follows, moulded in similar form to that 
answer, the expression, passing over from God to Christ, Xpsords 
... Mpa th yas yopice x.7.r.; so that after Sucawmy, and 
also after trép ayer, only a colon is to be inserted. Who 
shall raise accusation against the elect of God? Answer, in a 
boldly triumphant counter-question—(rod is the justifier, who 
the condemmer ? (there is consequently no one there to’ con- 
demn, and every accusation is without result! Comp. Isa. 1 8.) 
And as regards Christ: Christ is He that has died, yea rather 
also has risen again, who also is at the right hand of God, who 
also wmtercedes for us: who shall separate us from the love of 
Christ? This view (followed also by van Hengel, but by 
Hofmann only with respect to the first portion as far as xata- 
xpivev), though abandoned by nearly all modern expositors, 

1 The difficulty started by Philippi, that corresponding to the eis byxaa. xard 
ix. Osev in ver. 88, there is introduced, with the eis ty. yep. x.¢.4. of ver. 35, 
a question for which nothing prepares the way, and which is not answered in the 
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is corroborated by its entire accordance with the sense, by the 
harmony of the soaring rhetorical form, and by its freedom 
from those insuperable difficulties which beset the modes of 
division that differ from it. Of the latter, two in particular 
fall to be considered. 1. Luther, Castalio, Beza, Calvin, 
Grotius, Wolf, and many others, including Ammon, Tholuck, 
Flatt, Fritzsche, Philippi, Reithmayr, and Ewald, take @eos o 
dtxacoy as affirmative answer to ris éyxadéoes «.t.d.; then Tis 
o xataxpivwy as & new question, and as the affirmative answer 
thereto: Xpiords 0 dtroPavev x.7.r., thus: Who shall accuse, 
etc.? God 1s the justifier (consequently no accuser shall succeed). 
Who 18 the condemner? Christ 1s He that has died, etc. (so 
that He cannot, therefore, condemn us in judgment). But 
against this view it may be urged, (a) that @cds o Sicacoy and 
ris 0 KaTaxpwov are, as regards both substance (S:cavov and 
xaraxpw.) and form (Paul has not written rls xataxpwvel to 
correspond with ris éyxadéoet), correlative, and therefore may 
not, without arbitrariness, be separated; (6) that in ver. 34 
Christ is not at all described as a judge, which would be in 
keeping with the 6 xaraxpwdayv, but, on the contrary, as re- 
deemer and intercessor ; (c) that, if ris éyxadéoe is at once 
disposed of by @eds o Sixamv, it must be already quite 
self-evident that there can be no xataxpivwv, and conse- 
quently ri o xatax., as @ new question, would be something 
superfluous and out of keeping with so compressed an utter- 
ance of emotion; (d) and, finally, that in the entire context 
there is no mention of the last judgment. 2. The theory, that 
came into vogue after Augustine, doctr. Chr. iii. 3, and Am- 
brosiaster (adopted in modern times by Koppe, Reiche, Kollner, 
Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, and Maier, also by 
Griesbach and Lachmann; Tholuck is undecided), consists in 
supplying éyxadéces with Ocds o Sixarmy, and taking it as a 
Soregoing ver. 84—is incorrect in itself, since the answer to this question is cer- 
tainly yielded by ver. 34; and it mistakes, moreover, the truly lyric character 
of the magnificent passage. Tholuck’s objections, as also those of Hofmann, 
regarding the second half (from Xperdés é éeebavey onwards), are quite unim- 
portant. The latter lays particular stress on the fact that Paul has not added 


Swip hues to dwobavey. As if that purpose of the dsof. were not perfectly self- 
evident, especially amidst such a vehement flight of the discourse! 
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question, and dealing in a corresponding manner with Xpuoros 
... Rov also: Who shall accuse? Shall God do so, who jus- 
tifies? Who shall condemn? Shall Christ do so, who has 
died, etc.? But against this view it suffices to urge the deci- 
sive reason, that to conceive of God as accuser (before Christ) 
is destitute of scriptural analogy, and could not at all have 
occurred to the apostle. Hofmann takes Xpioros .. . evrvyy. 
inrép ny. as a question with two dissimilar relative adjuncts, of 
which the first declares how it was possible, after the question 
Tis 0 Katraxp., to subjoin the further question, whether it might 
not be feared with regard to Christ that He should condemn 
where God acquits; while the second shows the impossibility 
of such a fear. But this artificial interpretation, in connection 
with which the first and second «at (see the critical remarks) 
are condemned as not genuine and this condemnation is acutely 
turned to account, fails, so far as the substance is concerned, 
on the very ground that the thought of its being possible per- 
haps for Christ to condemn where God acquits would be an 
absurd idea, which could not occur to a Christian conscious- 
ness ; and, so far as form is concerned, on the ground that the 
second relative clause is annexed to the first with entire simi- 
larity, and therefore does not warrant our explaining it, as if 
Paul, instead of $s «ad évr., should have written adda xat éyr. 
—AIn detail, observe further: The designation of Christians in 
ver. 33 as éxdextol Geod is selected as having a special bearing 
on the matter, and renders palpable at once the fruitlessness of 
every éyxAnows ; while @cos coming immediately after @eod has 
rhetorical emphasis.—a«ara éxrA, Oeov] 1.¢. against those whom 
God has chosen’ out of the xoopuos (John xvii. 6) to be mem- 
bers of His Messianic peculiar people to be made blessed for 
Christ’s sake, according to His eternal decree (Eph. i. 4); 
comp. on ver. 30. This is the Christian conception (comp. 
1 Pet. ii, 9) of the Old Testament éxAexr. (Ps. cv. 43, evi. 5; 
Isa. xl. 1, xv. 9; Wisd. iii 9,a/.). The elect constitute the 
Israel of God, Gal. vi. 16. Regarding the genitive @eod (éxr. 
is used quite as a substantive; comp. Col. ii. 12; Matt. xxiv. 


1 Against Hofmann, who (Schriftbew. I. p. 228 f.) calls in question the refer- 
ence to others, non-elect, see on Eph. i. 4, 
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31 al.), see Fritzsche, Diss. II. p. 31; Pflugk, ad Hur. Hee. 
1135. The absence of the article (comp. ver. 27) in the 
case of éxX. Geovd brings out the quality of the persons.—The 
predicates of Christ in ver. 34—under which His death is to 
be conceived as an atoning death, His rising again as having 
taken place dia thy Suxalwow jyay (iv. 25), and His being at 
the right hand of God as personal participation in the govern- 
ment of the world (Eph. i. 20, Col. iii. 1, al.; comp. also 
Dissen, ad Pindar. Fragm. xi. 9) in the heavenly dwelling-place 
of the Father’s glory (see on Matt. vi. 6)——exclude the possi- 
bility of any one separating us from the love of Christ. For, 
as regards His past, He has proved by His death the abundance 
of His love (v. 6 f.; Eph. iii. 18 f£.), and this demonstration of 
His love has been divinely confirmed by His reswrrection ; and 
as regards His present, through His sitting at the right hand of 
God He possesses the power to do for His own whatever His 
love desires, and through His intercession He procures for 
them every protection and operation of grace from the Father 
(Heb. vii. 25, ix. 24; 1 John ii 1), But this intercession 
(comp. ver. 26 f.) is the continuous bringing to bear of His 
work of atonement, completed by His ttacryjpsov, on the part 
of Christ in His glory with the Father; which we are to con- 
ceive of as real and—in virtue of the glorified corporeity of the 
exalted Christ, as also in virtue of the subordination in which 
He even as ovvOpovos stands to the Father—as request pro- 
perly so called (&rev£ss) through which the “ continwus quasi 
vigor” (Gerhard) of redemption takes place. Comp. John xiv. 
16. There has been much dogmatic and philosophical ex- 
plaining away of this passage on the part of systematists and 
exegetes. Some apt observations are to be found in Diister- 
dieck on 1 John ii. 1, who nevertheless, without assigning his 
exegetical grounds, calls in question that the intercession is 
vocalis e& oralis. As such, however, it must be conceived, 
because it is made by the glorified God-man ; though the more 
special mode in which it takes place is withdrawn from the 
cognizance of our earthly apprehension. Comp. Philippi, 
Glaubensl. IV. 2, p. 336, ed. 2. — parroy Sé is the imo vero, 
vel potius, by which the speaker amends his statement (see 
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on Gal iv. 9); for what would Christ’s having died have been 
of itself? how could it have been to us the bond and the secu- 
rity of His love against all distresses, etc., ver. 35 f., if the 
divine resurrection had not been added to it? Paul therefore 
appends to the bare dwo8avav, by way of correction: imo vero 
etiam resuscitatus, in which the «al, also, signifies: non solum 
mortuus, sed etiam resusc.; comp. Eph. v.11. It is thus clear 
that (contrary to Hofmann’s view) this xa‘ was quite essential 
and indispensable ; for it was not the dzrofavey itself, but its 
having been mentioned alone and without the resurrection 
belonging to it, that needed correction. It is, moreover, self- 
evident that all this application of the corrective expression is 
here merely of a formal nature, serving to bring into marked 
prominence the two elements in their important correlation. — 
The ds «at occurring twice has a certain solemnity. — Ver. 35. 
té] Paul puts the question by tis, not r/, in conformity with 
the parallel rés 6 xataxpivev. The circumstance that he sub- 
sequently specifies states and things, not persons—which, how- 
ever, naturally suggest themselves to the conception of the 
reader—cannot lead any one astray, least of all in such a bold 
flight of rhetoric. — a7ré ris @yd. 7. Xpirrod] Most expositors 
take rod X. (comp. Eph. iii. 19) as genitive of the subject, and 
rightly, because this view was already prepared for by ver. 34 
(in which the great acts of Christ’s love toward us are speci- 
fied), and is confirmed by ver. 37 (8a rod dyar. judas), and 
by ver. 39, where the ayd7rn rot Qeot 4 év Xpior@ comes in 
the place of the ayamrn tot X. This excludes the interpreta- 
tion of others, who understand it of the love to Christ (Origen, 
Ambrosiaster, Erasmus, Majus, Heumann, Morus, Kollner, and 
Ewald). Kdollner’s objections to our view do not touch its true 
sense, since the point in question is not a possible interruption 
of the love of Christ to us, nor yet the hindering of our 
access to it (Philippi), but a possible separation from the love 
of Christ (that helps to victory, ver. 37) through hindrances tn- 
tervening between tt and us, which might nullify its manifestation 
and operation upon us and might thus dissolve our real fellow- 
ship with it.. It was therefore very unwarranted in de Wette 

1 The tribulations, etc., are, forsooth, not something which might form a wall 
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(comp. Calvin, Riickert, and Tholuck) to convert, in accord- 
ance with v. 5, the love of Christ into “the joyful feeling of 
being loved by Christ,” which ver. 37 does not permit, where 
manifestly the aid of the exalted Christ, who has loved us 
(comp. Matt. xxviii. 20; Phil. iv. 13), is meant. 

Ver. 36. The marks of parenthesis are to be expunged, be- 
cause the construction is unbroken, and dAd’ év rovr. maow in 
ver. 37 refers to ver. 35 and ver. 36. On the accumulation of 
designations that follows, comp. 2 Cor. vi 4 f; and on the 
so frequently repeated 7, Xen. Mem. i. 1. 7, Soph. O. C. 251. 
By way of scriptural proof for the most extreme element men- 
tioned, for 1 wayatpa, Paul quotes a passage, in accordance 
with which even the slaying sword has here its place already 
prophetically indicated beforehand. In Ps, xliv. 23 (quoted 
exactly from the LXX.), where the historical meaning refers to 
the daily massacres of Jews in the time of the Psalmist (in an 
age after the exile, but not so late as the Maccabean), he re- 
cognises a type of the analogous fate awaiting the Christian 
people of God, as their sacred-historic destiny. Katd\dn)os 
TIS TpoKerpevors %) paptupla: ex mpocwrou yap avdpav elpynrat 
Tov avtov éoxnxotwy oxotrov, Theodoret, Therein lies the jus- 
tification of this typical view. But since our passage specially 
mentions only the being put to death and the slaying, we have 
no right to make the reference which Paul gives to them 
extend, with Hofmann, to the treatment in general which the 
Christians should have to experience, instead of leaving it 
limited to pdyatpa.—érv] for. A part of the quotation, without 
relevant reference to the connection in our passage. — évexev 
gov} There is no reason whatever for departing, with Kollner 
(comp. Hofmann), from the reference of the original text to 
God, and referring cot to Christ. For, in the first place, the 
probative point of the quotation does not lie in évexey cod (but 
in Oavar. and édoy. a mpo8. o¢.); and in the second place, 


of separation between us and the love of Christ, such as they might produce 
perhaps in human fellowship—so that the affection of any one should be unable 
to reach us or act upon us. Philippi introduces a foreign element, when he 
holds that the tribulations might seem to us signs of the divine wrath, and thus 
mislead us into unbelief in the existence of the divine love. 
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the very massacres of the Christians took place on account of 
God, because they continued faithful to Him in Christ, while 
the denial of Christ would have been a denial of God, who had 
sent Him. Hence martyrdom was regarded as a Sofdfew 
Gavdro tov Beov (John xxi. 19). — dAnv tHv Hy.] Not quotidie 
(Castalio, Grotius, and Glockler) ; Paul follows the LXX., who 
thus translate pin-d3, It means: the whole day (comp. x. 21; 
Isa. lxii. 6; Ex, x. 13; 1 Sam. xix. 24; 1 Mace. v. 50) are 
we murdered, so that at every time of the day murder is com- 
mitted upon us (now on this one, now on that one of us) ; it 
ceases not the livelong day. And this is the consequence 
of the fact, that we have been counted (aorist) as sheep for the 
slaughter, reckoned like sheep destined for slaughter. 

Ver. 37. But tn all this—namely, what is specified in vers. 
35 and 36—we conguer, etc. This adda does not break off an 
incomplete sentence (Hofmann), but is rather the simple anti- 
thetic at, but, whatever sufferings and dangers may await us. 
— viepvix.] We gain a victory that is more than victory ; we 
are over-ictorious, Luther well renders: “we overcome far.” 
Comp. v.20. It does not involve more than this; neither the 
easiness of the victory (Chrysostom, Theophylact), nor the “in 
cruce etiam gloriamur” (Beza), which is rather the consequence 
of this victory; for a sublime testimony to the latter, see 
2 Cor. iv. 8-11. In the ancient Greek irepyex. is not extant, 
but it occurs in Socr. H. £. iii. 21, Leo Tact. xiv. 25, although 
in a derogatory sense (vixay pév Kadov, vrrepvixay 5é éribOovor). 
Nevertheless there is contained in our passage also a holy 
arrogance of victory, not selfish, but in the consciousness of the 
might of Christ. — dca tod ayarr. judas] He who hath loved us 
is the procurer of this our victory, helps us to it by His power. 
Comp. esp. 2 Cor. xi. 9. That it is not God (Chrysostom, 
Estius, Grotius, Bengel, and others, including Reiche, Kollner, 
Olshausen, and van Hengel) that is meant, but Christ (Riickert, 
de Wette, Philippi, Tholuck, Ewald, and Hofmann), follows, 
not indeed from Phil. iv. 13, but from the necessary reference 
to Tis Hu. Nwp. amo tT. ay. r. X. in ver. 35; for ver. 37 con- 
tains the opposite of the separation from the love of Christ. — 
dyarna.] denotes the act of love xar’ é£oynv, which Christ 
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accomplished by the sacrifice of His life. This reference was 
self-evident to the consciousness of the readers. Comp. v. 6; 
Gal ii. 20; Eph. v. 2, 25. 

Vv. 38, 39. Paul now confirms what he had said in ver. 377 
by the enthusiastic declaration of his conviction that no power, 
in whatever shape it may exist or be conceived of, etc. For 
the singular sréreopas there is as little necessity for seeking 
@ special reason (Hofmann, eg., thinks that Paul wished to 
justify the confidence, with which he had expressed ver. 3'7) as in 
the case of Aoyouas in ver. 18, especially as ver. 37 contains 
only the simple assertion of a state of fact, and not a how of 
that assertion. — The following expressions (@avaros «.1.X.) are 
to be left in the generality of their sense, which is, partly in 
itself and partly through the connection, beyond doubt; every 
arbitrary limitation is purely opposed to the purpose of declaring 
everything—everything possible—incapable of separating the 
believers from the love of God in Christ. Hence: otre Odvatos 
obre fun: neither death nor life, as the two most general 
states, in which man can be. We may die or live: we remain 
in the love of God. The mention of death first was occasioned 
very naturally by ver. 36. It is otherwise in 1 Cor. iii 22. 
Grotius (following Chrysostom and Jerome, ad <Aglas. 9) 
imports the idea: “metus mortis; spes vitae,” which Philippi 
also regards as a “correct paraphrase of the sense.” — ote 
Gyyedot ore apyal] Neither angels (generally) nor (angelic) 
powers (in particular). dy. 1s, with Chrysostom, Theophylact, 
Beza, Tholuck, Philippi, Fritzsche, Hofmann, and others, to be 
understood of good angels, because the wicked are never termed 
d@yyeXot without some defining adjunct (Matt. xxv. 41; 2 Cor. 
xii, 7; 2 Pet. ii. 4; comp. Jude, 6). The objection repeated by 
Reiche (who, with Clemens Alexandrinus, Toletus, Grotius, 
Estius, and others, understands it of wicked angels), that an 
attempt on the part of the good angels to separate Christians 
from God is inconceivable, does not hold, since, according to 
Gal. i. 8, the case of such an attempt falling within the sphere 
of possibility could certainly be—not belteved, but—conceived 
ex hypothesi by Paul. Theophylact already aptly says: ovy 
Os tay dyyékwv adictavrwyv trois avOparrovs amd Xpioroi, 
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GNA Ka? vrobeow Tov Adyou Tels. Against the view that 
ayy. denotes good and wicked angels (Wolf, Bengel, Koppe, 
and van Hengel), the linguistic usage is likewise decisive, 
since according to it the absolute ayy. signifies nothing else 
than simply good angels. Comp. on 1 Cor. iv. 9.— apyai] 
obtains, through its connection with @yy., its definite reference 
to particular powers in the category of angels—those invested 
with power in the angelic world. Paul recognises a diversity! 
of rank and power in the angelic hierarchy (of the good and 
the wicked), and finds occasion, especially in his later epistles, 
to mention it (Col.i 16; Eph. i 21; 1 Cor. xv. 24; Eph 
vi. 12; Col. i 15); without, however (comp. on Eph. i. 21), 
betraying any participation in the fluctuating definitions of the 
later Jews. See, respecting these definitions, Bartolocci, Bz0l. 
rabb, I. p. 267 ff.; Eisenmenger, entdeckies Judenthum, IT. p. 
370 ff. Olearius, Wetstein, Loesner, Morus, Rosenmiiller, 
Flatt, and Weiss, 6:1. Theol. p. 460, refer apy. to human 
ruling powers ; van Hengel to “ principatus quosiibet.” Against 
these its connection with ayy. is decisive, because no contrast 
is suggested of non-angelic powers. Just as little, because 
without any trace in the text, are we to understand with Hof- 
mann the apxal, in contrast to the good God-serving dyyedou, 
as spirits “that in self-will exercise a dominion, with which they 
do not lwe to the service of God,” +e. as evil spirits. — ore 
éveotata otre pédXovta] neither that which has set in nor that 
which is future. Comp. 1 Cor. iii. 22. Quite general, and 
not to be limited to sufferings (Vatablus, Grotius, Flatt, and 
others). éveor., however, does not absolutely coincide with the 
idea things present (as it is usually taken), which is in itgelf 
linguistically possible, but is never the case in the N. T. (see 
on Gal. i 4); but it denotes rather what is in the act of having 
set im, has already begun (and peddr. that, the emergence of 
which is still future). So, according to Gal. i. 4; 1 Cor. iii. 
22, vil. 26; 2 Thess, ii. 2. Aptly rendered by the Vulgate: 
“<instantta.” Comp. Lucretius, i. 461: “quae res instet, quid 
porro deinde sequatur.” — otre Suvdpeus] nor powers ; to be left 


1 In opposition to Hofmann, who without any reason denies this (Schriftbew. 
I. 347). See Hahn, Theol. N. 7. 1. 282 ff. ; Philippi, @laubenel. II. 307 ff., ed. 2. 
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in its utmost generality, personal and impersonal (Hofmann 
arbitrarily limiting it to the latter). The common interpreta- 
tion, angelic powers, would be correct, if its position after dpyat 
were right; but see the crit. remarks, The incongruity of the 
apparent isolation of this link vanishes on observing that Paul, 
in his enumeration, twice arranges the elements in pairs 
(@dvaros .. . dpyat), and then twice again in threes (viz. ore 
éveot. ove péAX. ove Suvdu., and ore thpwopa obre Babos obre 
tis xtiow érépa), and the latter indeed in such a way, that to 
the two that stand contrasted he adds a third of a general 
character. — ovre dyropa ovte Babos] neither height nor depth; 
likewise without any alteration or limitation of the quite 
general sense of the words. No dimension of space can sepa- 
rate us, etc. Arbitrary definitions are given: heaven and hell 
or the nether world (Theodoret, Bengel, Wetstein, Michaelis, 
Klee, Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald, and Hofmann) ; heaven and 
earth (Fritzsche; comp. Theophylact, Morus, and Flatt); the 
height of bliss and the depth of misery (Koppe) ; spes honorum 
and metus ignominiae (Grotius, Rosenmiiller) ; sapientia haere- 
ticorum and communes vulgi errores (Melancthon); neque alti- 
tudo, ex qua quis minaretur praecipitium, neque profundum, in 
quo aliquis minaretur demersionem (Thomas Aquinas, Anselm, 
_ Estius).— obre ris xtiows érépa] nor any other created thing 
whatever, covers all not yet embraced in the foregoing elements ; 
and thus the idea of “nothing in the world in the shape of a 
creature” is fully exhausted. The attempt to bring the collec- 
tive elements named in their consecutive order under definite 
logical categories leads to artificialities of exposition,. which 
ought not to be applied to such enthusiastic outbursts of the 
moment. —Instead of ris wy. rod Xprorod (ver. 35), Paul now 
Says, THS ay. TOD Beod ris vy X.’I., not thereby expressing some- 
thing different, but characterizing the love of Christ (toward us) 
as the love of God which is in Christ Jesus. The love of Christ, 
namely, is nothing else than the love of God Himself, which has 
its seat and place of operation in Christ, God is the original 
fountain, Christ the constant organ and mediating channel of 
one and the same love; so that in Christ is the love of God, and 
the love of Christ is the love of God in Christ. Comp. v. 6, 8. 
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CHAPTER IX. 


- Ver. 3. The verbal order dvaésua elas airdg tye (recommended 
by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Tisch.) receives prepon- 
derant attestation from A B DE FG, min., vss., and Fathers ; as 
also from &, reading slvas before dvéé. Erroneously attached to 
nuxsuny, avrde éyw became placed before dvéé. (Elz.).—Ver. 4. ai 
dsabjxa:] BDEFG, min. Vulg., with several Fathers, read 
9 S:adyxn, which Lachm. has adopted. An alteration, because 
the plural was understood of the Old and New Test. (Gal. iv. 24), 
and yet the latter could not be considered as a privilege of the 
Jews. — Ver. 11. xaxév] Lachm. and Tisch. read gaiaoy, according 
to ABR, min. Or. Cyr. Damasc. Rightly; the more usual 
opposite of dyadéy easily intruded.— Ver. 15. The order rg 
Mwios? yép is decidedly to be received, with Lachm. and Tisch., 
following BDEFGs. The Recepta r. y. M. is a mechanical 
alteration. — Ver. 16. éAsoivros] A B* DEF GPR, 39, read 
iAtavrog; 80 Lachm. and Tisch. But since in no other passage 
of the N. T. is éAsdéw, the form belonging to the xo, (see Etym. 
M. 327. 30), to be found; and in ver. 18 only D* FG have 
iAs& instead of éAu7 (and yet in both places Paul doubtless 
used one form) ; it is most probable that 0 instead of OT was 
merely an early copyist’s error, which, as the form -aw was 
actually in existence, became diffused, and also induced in some 
Codd. the alteration éA¢& in ver. 18 (so Tisch. 7).— Ver. 27. 
xarcéAsiipa)] A Bx* Bus, read uss; so Lachm. and Tisch. 
Rightly ; see LXX. Isa. x. 22.— Ver. 28. iv dixasocivn, brs Abyov 
ovrreryenuévov] is wanting in A B x*, 23*, 47*, 67**, Syr. Aeth. Erp. 
Copt. Eus. Damasc. Aug. It certainly bears the suspicion of being 
an addition from the LXX.; but its deletion, which Lachm. 
and Tisch. 8 have carried out, is precluded by the ease with 
which it was possible for transcribers to turn from ovrijvev at 
once to cursrunuivov.— Ver. 31. The second dsxasoodvng is wantin 
in ABDEGR, 47, 67**, 140, Copt. It. Or. and even 
Fathers, and is marked with an obelus in F. Omitted by 
Lachm. and Tisch. 8. But the omission admits of no sense» 
accordant with the context. See the exeg. notes. The weigtse 
of the omitting codd. is much diminished by the cour 
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testimony of ancient vss. (including Syr. and Vulg.) and of most 
Greek Fathers. The omission itself might easily, from the 
frequent recurrence of the word in vv. 30, 31, occur through 
a homoeoteleuton, which led, in the first instance, to the dis- 
appearance of the words «ig véu. dsxasooivng (they are still absent 
from 2 min.), followed by their incomplete restoration. — Ver. 
32. vuov] Wanting in A BF G&*, min., Copt. Vulg., and several 
Fathers. Rightly deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. A defining 
addition. — The ydp after spootxepay, which is wanting in 
A BD* FGx® 47*, Copt. It. Vulg. ms, Goth. Ambr. Ruf, Dam. 
(and is omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. 8), is simply a connective 
insertion. — Ver. 33: z&és] has preponderant evidence against 
it, and must, with Lachm. and Tisch., be struck out. An addi- 
tion from x. 11, where it stands in all the witnesses. 


Chap. ix.—xi’ On the non-participation hitherto of the 
greater part of the Jews in the Christian plan of salvation ; 
and specially (a) the lamentation over this (ix. 1-5); (6) the 
Theodicée on its account (ix. 6-29); (c) the fault thereof, 
which rests upon the Jews themselves (ix. 30-33 and x. 1-21) ; 
(d) the consolation in reference to this (xi. 1-32), with final 
giving glory to God (xi. 33-36). Paul could not do otherwise, 
he must still settle this great problem ; this is inevitably de- 
manded by all that had gone before. For if the whole pre- 
vious treatise had as its result, that only believers were the 
recipients of the promised salvation, and if nevertheless the 
Messianic promise and destination to salvation had their refer- 
ence in the first place (comp. i. 16) to the Israelites, concerning 
whom, however, experience showed that they were for the 


10On this section, see Noésselt in his Opusc. I. p. 141 ff.; Beck, Vers. ¢. 
hermeneutischen Eniwickel. d. neunten Kap., ete., Stuttg. 1833; 
Steudel in the Zab. Zeitschr. 1836, I. p. 1 ff; Baur, é. III. p. 59 ff. ; Hau- 
stedt in Pelt’s Mifarbeiten, 1888, 3; Meyer, ‘b. 3; Hofmann, Schriftbew. I. 
p. 240 ff.; Krummacher, Dogma von der Gnadenwahl, Duisb. 1856, p. 142 ff. 
(though less for the purpose of strict seientific exegesis); Weiss, Prddestinations- 
lehre d. Ap. P. in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1857, p. 54 f.; Lamping, 
Pauli de praedest. decreta, Leovard. 1858, p. 127 ff.; Beyschlag, d. Paulin. 
Theodicee Rom. ix.-xi., 1868; also Th. Schott and Mangold.—According to 
Weisse’s criticism, based on style, the whole section, chap. ix.-xi., would be an 
interpolation; according to the view on which Baur proceeds (see Jatrod. § 8), 
the three chapters would be the chief portion of the whole epistle. 
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most part unbelieving (comp. John 1 11), this contradictory 
relation thus furnished an entgma, which Paul, with his warm 
love for his people, could least of all evade, but in the solu- 
tion of which he had on the contrary to employ all the boldness 
and depth of his clear insight into the divine plan of redemp- 
tion (Eph. iii. 4 ff). The defence of the efficacy of his Gentile 
apostleship (Th. Schott, and in another way Mangold and 
Sabatier) is not the object of the section—that object Paul 
would have known how to meet directly—but such a defence 
results indirectly from it, since we see from the section how 
fully the apostle had recognised and comprehended his place 
in connection with the divine plan of salvation. The problem 
atself, the solution of which is now taken in hand by the 
apostle, was sufficiently serious and momentous to be treated 
with so much detail in this great and instructive letter to 
the important mixed community of the world’s capital, which, 
however, does not thereby appear to have been a Jewish- 
Christian one. 

Vv. 1-3.1] The new section is introduced without connec- 
tion with the foregoing, but in a fervent outburst of Israelitish 
patriotism, the more sorrowful by contrast with the blessed- 
ness of the Christian previously extolled and so deeply expe- 
rienced by the apostle himself. This sorrow might be deemed 
incredible, after the joyous triumph which had just been 
exhibited. Hence the extremely urgent asseveration with 
which he begins: truth I speak mm Christ, that is, in my 
fellowship with Christ; é» X. is the element, in which his soul 
moves. Just so Eph. iv. 17; 1 Thess. iv. 1; 2 Cor. ii. 17, 
xii 19. The explanation adopted by most of the older commen- 
tators (especially Joh. Capellus, Clericus, Locke), and by Nosselt, 
Koppe, Bohme, Flatt, Reiche, Kollner, and others, of éy in the 
sense of adjuration, is a perfectly arbitrary departure both from 
the manner of the apostle, who never swears by Christ, and 
also from Greek usage, which would have required mpos with 
the genitive (Kihner, IL 1, p. 448; Ellendt, Zex. Soph. II. 
p. 647); and cannot at all be justified from Matt. v. 34, 
LXX. Jer. v. 7, Dan. xii. 7, Rev. x.’ 6, because in these 

'On vv. 1-5, see Winzer, Progr. Lips. 1882. 
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passages opuvvew expressly stands beside it.— od wevdSouac] 
apotepov 5é SvaBeBarovras trepi Gv pédret Néyerv" Strep TrodXois 
os rroveiy, Gray pédrwot Te AEyev Tapa Tos ToAXOIs aIrLeTOU- 
pevov (comp. eg. Acts xxi. 21), xal inrép ob odddpa Eavtous 
elo tremexotes, Chrys, Compare 1 Tim. ii. 7. Conversely, 
Lys. iv. 12: yevderar x. ot arnOh Aeyer. — oumpapt. por TIS 
cuved. pov] ground assigned for the ob yevd.: since with me 
(agreeing with my express assurance) my conscience gives testi- 
mony. Compare ii. 15, viii. 16.— &y avevy. dyie] is by no 
means to be connected with ris ouverd. wou (Grotius and 
several others, Semler, Ammon, Vater: “conscientia a Spiritu 
sancto gubernata”), because otherwise rs would not be want- 
ing; but either with od yevdouas (Cramer, Morus, Nosselt, 
Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Winzer, Reiche, Kollner, Fritzsche ; 
of whom, however, only Winzer and Fritzsche take it not as 
an oath, but as equivalent to as év mvevpate dyim av), or— 
which is the nearest and simplest—with cuppapr. (Beza, 
Bohme, Tholuck, Riickert, de Wette, Maier, Philippi, van 
Hengel, Hofmann, and others). Compare Matt. xxi 43; 
Luke ii. 27; Mark xii. 36; 1 Cor. xii. 3. The testimony of 
his conscience, Paul knows, is not apart from the wvetdpa that 
fills him, but “Spiritu sancto duce et moderatore” (Beza), in 
that mvedpa. And thus the negative ov wevd. receives its 
sacred guarantee through a concurrent testimony of the con- 
science éy mvevpate ayip, as the positive ad76. rAeyw had 
received it through €y Xpicr@. This very appropriate sym- 
metry dissuades us from joining cuppapr. pos x.7.d. to ad7O. 
Aéyw, sO that ov Wedd. would be only “thrown in between” 
(Hofmann). — ote Avrn «.7.r.] that, etc. A comma only pre- 
ceding. Over what is this sorrow? Over the exclusion of a 
great part of the Jews from the Messianic salvation. With 
tender forbearance Paul does not express this, but leaves it to 
be gathered by the reader from what follows, in which he 
immediately, by yap, assigns the ground for the greatness and 
continuance of his sorrow. — vyounv] I would wish, namely, 
if the purport of the wish could be realized to the advantage 
of the Israelites. Comp. on Gal. iv. 20, where also no dy is an- 
nexed, But van Hengel takes it of a wish which had actually 
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arisen in the mind of Paul amidst his continual sorrowfulness. 
So also Hofmann: the wish had entered his mind, though but 


‘momentarily. Buta thing so incapable of being fulfilled he 


can scarce have actually wished ; he wouwld only wish it, ¢f it 
were capable of being fulfilled; this is expressed by ndyounp, 
and that without ay, as a definite assurance; comp. on Acts 
xxv. 22; Gal. iv. 20; Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 187; Kiihner, 
II. 1, p. 178. On the wish itself, comp. Ex. xxxii. 32.— 
avdepua] or, in the Attic form, advad@nua (Lobeck, ad Phryn. 
pp. 249, 445, and Paralip. p. 391 ff.), in Greek writers (also 
Luke xxi. 5; 2 Mace. ii 13, e¢ al.) a votwe offering, corresponds 
frequently in the LXX. to the Hebrew 03M, and means some- 
thing devoted to God without redemption (Lev. xxvii. 28); then 
—in so far as such a thing was devoted to the divine wrath, and 
destined to destruction (see Ewald, Alterth. p. 101 ff.)—some- 
thing abandoned to destruction; a curse-ofering. So in the 
N.T. See Gal i 8, 9, 1 Cor. xii. 3, xvi. 22, which passages 
at the same time prove that the (later) special sense of D1n, as 
denoting the Jewish curse of excommunication, is not to be 
here introduced. The destruction, to which Paul would fain 
yield himself on behalf of his brethren, is not to be understood 
of a violent death (Jerome, Limborch, Elsner, and others, also 
Michaelis, Nosselt, Flatt), but, as amo 7. X. renders necessary, 
of the everlasting amwNea. It has been objected that the wish 
must thus be irrational (Michaelis: “a frantic prayer”); but 
the standard of selfish reflection is not suited to the emotion 
of unmeasured devotedness and love out of which the apostle 
speaks, Groundlessly, and contrary to Paul’s usage elsewhere, 
Hofmann weakens the positive notion of the expression into 
the negative one of the being excluded from Christ. This element 
is implied in do tod X. as the specific accompanying relation 
of the avafewa. Bengel well remarks that the modulus ratio- 
cinationum nostrarum as little comprehends the love of the 
apostle, as does a little boy the animos heraumm bellicorum. — 
avros éyo] belonging to etvas by attraction (Kiihner, II. 2, p. 
596): I myself, I, as far as my own person is concerned. Comp. 
on vii. 25. Paul sees those who belong to the fellowship of his 
people advancing to ruin through their unbelief; therefore he 
ROM. IL. H 
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would fain wish that he dimself were a curse-offering, if by 
means of this sacrifice of his own self he could only save the 
beloved brethren. The contrast, with reference to which avros 
éyw is here conceived, lies therefore in vmép trav aberd. ov, 
whose unhappy state appears already in vv. 1, 2 so sad in the 
eyes of the apostle; not in the duty of the apostle’s calling 
(Th. Schott); and least of all in a “nescio quis alius” 
(Fritzsche). Theodoret and Theophylact (comp. Chrysostom) 
refer back to vill. 39 (J myself, whom nevertheless nothing 
can separate, etc.); but this lies too far off. Van Hengel 
(after Krehl): “Ipse ego, gut me in Christi communione esse 
dizi.” But & X. in the previous instance was merely an 
accessory definition. — dao tod X.] away from Christ, sepa- 
rated from Him. Comp. 2 Thess. i 9; Gal v. 4; 2 Cor. 
v. 6, xi. 3; Lev. xxvii. 29; and see generally, Nagelsbach on 
Ilias, p. 188, ed. 3; Ameis on Hom. Od. Anh. &,525; Buttm. 
neut. Gr. p. 277. Christ is not conceived as author of the 
ava, (Nosselt, Morus, Flatt, and others); for dro (comp. Lev. 
Xxvii. 29) does not stand for iro, which latter D E G actually 
read in consequence of this erroneous view. —vmép tay aderg. 
pod] virép is here also not instead of (Riickert, Tholuck, 
Olshausen, and many others), but for the advantage of, for 
their deliverance. Grotius aptly paraphrases: “Si ea ratione 


illos ad justitiam veram et ad aeternam salutem possem per- 


ducere.” — «ata o.}] subjoined, without the connective of the 
article, as a familiar accessory definition, which blends with the 
principal word into a single notion. Comp. 1 Cor. x. 18; 
Eph. ui. 11, vi. 5. Moreover, there lies in the addition +. ovyry. 
fs. x, o. already something conveying with it the wish of love, 
and that from the natwral side; the theocratic grounds for it 
follow, ver. 4 ff. . 

Ver. 4. Oirives x.7.2.] quippe qui, who indeed ; a description 
—assigning the motive for what is said in ver. 3—of the 
aerpav xata...ocdpka according to their theocratic privi 
leges, and first of all by significant designation according to 
their ancient and hallowed (Gen. xxxii. 28, xi. 1; 2 Cor. xi. 
21 f.; Phil. iii, 5; John i 48) national name “Icpanhirau. 
To the latter are then attached the relative definitions, which 
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are threefold (av...av...é& dv); the first of them embraces siz 
particulars connected by xa/,—purely sacred-historical divine 
benefactions. — % vioGecia] the adoption. They are those 
adopted by God into the place of children, which must of course 
be understood, not in the Christian (chap. viii.) but in the old 
theocratic sense, of their adoption, in contradistinction to all 
Gentile peoples, to be the people of God, whose Father is God. 
Comp. Ex. iv. 22 ff., xix.5; Deut. xiv. 1, xxxii. 6; Hos. xi 1, 
etal. Inthe vioOecla of the N. T. (see on viii. 15), the specific 
essence of which is the reconciliation obtained for Christ’s sake, 
there has appeared the antitype and the completion of that of 
the O. T. — «at 4 50&a] The Swefold xai lends an emphatic 
weight to the enumeration. Sofa is the glory xar éekoyny, 
ae. MAY Hap (Ex. xxiv. 16, xl. 34, 35; 1 Kings viii 10, 11; 

Ezek. i. 28 ; Heb. ix. 5), the symbolically visible essential com 
munition of God, as it was manifested in the wilderness as a 
pillar of cloud and fire, and over the ark of the covenant; the 
same as 73'2¥, of which the Rabbins maintained (erroneously, 
according to Lev. xvi. 2) that it had hovered as a cloud of 
light continually over the ark of the covenant. See Ewald, 
ad Apoc. p. 311. But 9 Sofa is not the ark of the covenant 
atself (Beza, Piscator, Hammond, Grotius), for in 1 Sam. iv. 
22 the ark of the covenant is not called “the glory of Israel,” 
but this is only predicated of it. Others understand the whole 
glory of the Jewish people in general (de Dieu, Calovius, Estius, 
Semler, Morus, Bohme, Benecke, Kollner, Gléckler, Fritzsche, 
Beck). Incorrectly, since it is merely individual privileges 
that are set forth. — aé Sa@jxas] not the tables of the law 
(Beza, Piscator, Pareus, Toletus, Balduin, Grotius, Semler, 
Rosenmiiller), which it cannot denote either in itself or on 
account of the following voyof.; nor yet the O. and N. T. 
(Augustine, Jerome, Calovius, and Wolf, in accordance with 
Gal. iv. 24), which would be entirely unsuitable in respect of 
the N. T.; but the covenants concluded by God with the patri- 
archs since Abraham. Compare Wisd. xviii. 22; Ecclus. xliv. 
11; 2 Macc. viii, 15; Eph ii, 12.— 4 vopofecla| The 
(Sinaitic) giving of the law. This is “una et semel habita per 
Mosen ;” but the “testamenta frequenter statuta sunt,” Origen. 
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There is no ground for taking it, with others (including Reiche, 
de Wette, Fritzsche), not of the act, but of the contents, like 
vouos (why should not Paul have written this?). Certainly, 
he who has the vopoGecia has also the voyuos; but on that 
account the two signijications are to be kept distinct even in 
places like 2 Mace. vi. 23. The giving of the law was a work 
(comp. Plat. Legg. vi. p. 751 B: peydrou ris vopoBeclas Epyou 
évros), by which God, who Himself was the voyolérns, had 
distinguished the Israelites over all other peoples. — 7 Aarpeia] 
the cultus xar’ é£oynv, the service of Jehovah in the temple. 
Comp. Heb. ix. 1. It corresponds to the voyo#., in consequence 
of which the Aatpeia came into existence ; just as the follow- 
ing at éraryyediat (xar’ é£oyny, the collective Messianic promises) 
is correlative to the ai 8:a@fKxas, on which the érayy. were 
founded. The chiasmus in this order of sequence (comp. 
Bengel) is not accidental; but ai érayyediac is intentionally 
put at the end, in order that now, after mention of the fathers, 
to whom in the first instance the promises were given, the 
Promised One Himself may follow. 

Ver. 5.) Now, after that first relative sentence with its six 
theocratic distinctions, two other relative clauses introduce 
the mutually correlative persons, on whom the sacred-historical 
calling of Israel was based and was to reach its accomplish- 
ment. — oi marépes|] Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, who are per 
excellentiam the patriarchs, Ex. iii. 13, 15, iv. 5; Acts ui 13, 
vil. 32. — wal €€ ov «.7.X.] The last and highest distinction 
of the Israelites: and from whom Christ descends, namely, 
according to the human phenomenal nature, as a human phe- 
nomenon, apart from the spiritually-divine side of His per- 
sonality, according to which He is not from the Jews, but (as 
vios Ocod cata Wvedpa ayiwoovvns, i. 4) is éx Tod Geod. Re- 
garded in the light of His supernatural generation, He would 
be also xata cdpxa of God. Comp. Clem. Cor. I. 32: é& avrot 


1 Sce on ver. 5, Herm. Schultz, in the Jahrb. f. Deuteche Theol. 1868, 
p. 462 ff., where also a list of the earlier literature is given ; Grimm, in Hilgen- 
feld’s Zeitschr. 1869, p. 311 ff. Among the English opponents of the Unitarians 
there is to be especially noted, in defence of the orthodox explanation, Smith, 
Scripture testimony to the Messiah, 1847, ed. 4, II. p. 370 ff. 
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o xupios "Inaots To Kata adpxa. On the article 70 x. o., see 
Heind. ad Gorg. p. 228; Buttm. newt. Gr. p. 84. The «at 
before é£ dy forbids the reference of the latter to of ararépes. — 
O dy él mavtwv Beds evroy. eis Tt. ai@vas] This passage, which 
has become of dogmatic importance, has received two different 
leading interpretations, by the side of which yet a third way, 
namely, by taking to pieces the relative sentence, came to be 
suggested. (1) The words are referred (placing a comma 
after odpxa) to Christ, who is God over all, blessed for ever.’ 
So, substantially, Irenaeus (Haer. iii, 16. 3), Tertullian (adv. 
Prax. § 13, p. 2101, ed. Seml.), Origen, Cyprian, Epiphanius, 
Athanasius, Chrysostom, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Augustine, 
Jerome, Theodoret, and later Fathers; Luther, Erasmus, Paraphr., 





Flacius, Calvin, Beza, and most of the older expositors; and ‘vw wren 
of the later, Michaelis, Koppe, Tholuck, Flatt, Klee, Usteri, Lice ane 


Benecke, Olshausen, Nielsen, Reithmayr, Maier, Beck, Philippi, 
Bisping, Gess, Krummacher, Jatho, (Hahn,)Thomasius, Ebrard, 
(Ritschl,)Hofmann, Weiss, ii. Theol. p. 306, Delitzsch, and 
others; in a peculiar fashion also, Herm. Schultz (see below) ; 
de Wette is undecided. (2) The words are regarded (placing 
@ period after odpxa,as do Lachm. and Tisch.) as a doxology to 
God, isolated from the foregoing: “ Blessed for ever be the God 
who 2 over all.” So none of the Fathers (as to those erro- 
neously adduced by Wetstein, see Fritzsche, p. 262 ff.*), at 

1 So also the Catech. Racov. 159 f. But, in its view, since there are not 
two Gods, ‘‘ qui natura sit Deus” cannot be understood. Conversely, Flacius 
infers from lwi wdéyvrey, that Christ is designated as naturaliter Deus. 

2 Yet the non-reference to Christ is indirectly implied in Ignatius, Jars. 
interpol. 5 (ebx abrés lori é lai wavrey Osé5 x.¢.A.), and Phil, interpol. 7. The 
reference to God is also found in a fragment ascribed to Diodorus, in Cram 
Caten. p. 162, where it is said : if aia Onoivé Xpioris. Oss 31 ob pcsver abriv, AAR 
soivn iwi wdvewy ives Osés. In the Arian controversies our passage was not made 
use of. But at a later period it was triumphantly made available against the 
Arians. Thus Oecumenius, ¢.g., exclaims : ivratla Aaparpicara Osds rv Xporir 
bvoetles b awerreres: ainxivines epirdbas Aptis, &xovey wape Tlavaev seForoyerpsiver 
rev Xporéy Ostr &Anbivéy! Comp. Theophylact; also Proclus, de fide, p. 58, whc 
says generally of our passage: wapsiedue. cuxefarrias aweerruzilus ves Gire- 
Acdépers. In Cyril of Alexandria this passage is insisted on in opposition to the 
assertion of Julian, that only John calls Christ God ; whilst the spascixd of the 
Synod of Ephesus make no reference to it, which is, however, carefully done 
in the Synod of Antioch. See the passages in question in Tisch. 8, who also 
observes that, among the codd. © L. 5, 47, place a full stop after edpza. 


Cothorlred 
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least not expressly; but Erasmus in his Annoé., Wetstein, 
Semler, Stolz, and several others, and recently Reiche, Kollner, 
Winzer, Fritzsche, Glockler, Schrader, Krehl, Ewald, van 
Hengel, and, though not fully decided, Riickert. See also 
Baur, II. p. 231; Zeller, in the Theol. Jahrb. 1842, p. 51; 
Rabiger, Christol. Paul. p. 26 f.; Beyschlag, Christol. p. 210. 
Now the decision, which of the two leading interpretations 
fits the meaning of the apostle, cannot be arrived at from the 
language used,’ since, so far as the words go, both may be 
equally correct; nor yet from the immediate connection, 
since with equal reason Paul might (by no means: must, 
against which is the analogy of ver. 3; and the divine in 
Christ did not belong here, as in i. 3, necessarily to the con- 
nection) feel himself induced to set over-against the human 
side of the being of Jesus its divine side (as in i. 3), or might 
be determined by the recital of the distinctions of his nation 
to devote a doxology to God, the Author of these privileges, 
who therefore was not responsible for the deeply-lamented 
unbelief of the Jews; just as he elsewhere, in peculiar excited 
states of piety, introduces a giving glory to God (i 25; 2 Cor. 
xi. 31; Gal i 5; comp. 1 Tim. i. 17). Observe, rather, with 
a view to a decision, the following considerations: Although 
our passage, referred to Christ, would term Him not o @eos, 
but (who is God over all) only @eds predicatively (without the 
article), and although Paul, by virtue of his essential agree- 
ment in substance with the Christology of John, might have 


1 As van Hengel has attempted, who starts from the idea that the contrast to 
be thought of in +é xaré edpxe (according to him: ‘‘non quatenus spiritus 
divini particeps erat’) excludes a wider antithesis, and therefore a point must 
necessarily be placed after eépxa. Such prepositional definitions with the accusa- 
tive of the article +s or rd (see also Kiihner, II. 1, p. 272) certainly denote a 
complete contrast, which is either expressly stated (as e.g. Aen. Oyr. v. 4. 11, 
viv 6 feds is’ ine) olepsas, 6 8 ig) vel cicwespas: Plat. Min. p. 320C; Rom. xii. 
5, «é 6i xaf’ 63s), or may be self-evident from the context, as i. 15, xii. 18, and 
very frequently in the classics. The latter would, however, be the case in our 
passage according to the ancient ecclesiastical exposition, inasmuch as the con- 
trast obviously implied in +é seed edpxe would permit us mentally to supply a +s 
xurh evnine a8 Suggesting itself after é ov. That self-evident negative antithesis : 
non quoad spiritum, would thus have in é dé» ka) wdvrw» Osé¢ x.¢.A. its positwe 
elucidation. 
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affirmed, just as appropriately as the latter (i. 1), the predicative 
eds (of divine essence) of Christ, because Christ is also in 
Paul’s view the Son of God in a metaphysical sense, the image 
of God, of like essence with the Father, the agent in creation 
and preservation, the partaker in the divine government of 
the world, the judge of all, the object of prayerful invocation, 
the possessor of divine glory and fulness of grace (i. 4, x. 12; 
Phil. ii 6; Col. i 15 ff, ii. 9; Eph. i 20 f£; 1 Cor. viii 6; 
2 Cor. iv. 4, viii. 9); yet Paul has never’ used the express 
@cds of Christ, since he has not adopted, like John, the 
Alexandrian form of conceiving and setting forth the divine 
essence of Christ, but has adhered to the popular concrete, 
strictly monotheistic terminology, not modified by philosophical 
speculation even for the designation of Christ ; and he always 
accurately distinguishes God and Christ; see, in opposition 
to such obscure and erroneous intermingling of ideas, Rich. 
Schmidt, Paulin. Christol. p. 149 ff John himself calls the 
divine nature of Christ @ecs only in the introduction of his 
Gospel, and only in the closest connection with the Logos- 
speculation. And thus there runs through the whole N. T. a 
delicate line of separation between the Father and the Son; so 
that, although the divine essence and glory of the latter is 
glorified with the loftiest predicates in manifold ways, never- 
theless it is only the Father, to whom the Son is throughout 
subordinated, and never Christ, who is actually called God by the 
apostles (with the exception of John i. 1, and the exclamation of 
Thomas, John xx. 28)—not even in 1 John v. 20. Paul, par- 
ticularly, even where he accumulates and strains to the utmost 
expressions concerning the Godlike nature of the exalted Christ 
(as Phil. ii. 6 ff.; Col. i. 15 ff, ii 9), does not call Him eds, 
but sharply and clearly distinguishes Him as the «vpios from 


1 Not even in 2 Thess. i 12 (in opposition to Hofmann’s invention), or in 
Eph. v. 6. As regards the Pastoral Epistles, if they actually denominated Christ 
@sés, this would be one of the signs of a post-apostolic epoch. But not once do 
they do this. The most specious passage is still Tit. ii. 18, respecting which, 
however, Huther is in the right, and Philippi, Glaubenslehr. Il. p. 208, ed. 2, is 
incorrect. In 1 Tim. iii. 16, 3; is to be read, with Lachm. and Tisch. ; on Tit. 
i 4 even Philippi desires to lay no particular stress ; it has, in fact, no bearing 
whatever on our passage, any more than Col. ii. 2 (see in loc.), 
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@cos, even in x. 9,1 Cor. xii. 3 (in opposition to Ritschl, Altkath. 
K.p. 79 f.). The post-apostolical period (and not at all 2 Pet. 
i. 1, see Huther) first obliterated this fine line of separation, 
and often denominated Christ @e0s, 0 Qeos ev, and the like. 
So, ¢g., already several of the Ignatian epistles in the shorter 
recension (not those ad Magnes., ad Philadelph., ad Trall., not 
even chap. vii.) and the so-called second epistle—not the first: 
—of Clement, nor the epistle of Polycarp. In the closest 
internal connection herewith stands the fact, that in the pro- 
perly apostolical writings (2 Pet. i. 18 does not belong to 
them, nor does Heb. xui 21) we never meet with a doxology 
to Christ in the form which is usual with doxologies to God 
(not even in 1 Pet. iv. 11); therefore, in this respect also, 
the present passage would stand to the apostolic type in the 
relation of a complete anomaly.? Besides, the insuperable 
difficulty would be introduced, that here Christ would be called 
not merely and simply @e0s, but even God over all, and con- 
sequently would be designated as Qeds aravroxpdtwp, which is 
absolutely incompatible with the entire view of the N. T. as 
to the dependence of the Son on the Father (see Gess, v. d. Pers. 
Chr. p. 157 ff.; Kahnis, Dogm. I. p. 457 f£), and especially 
with passages like viii. 34 (€vruyyave), 1 Cor. ii 23, viii. 6, 
xi. 3, Eph. iv. 5, 6, and notably 1 Cor. xv. 28. Accordingly, 
the doxology of our passage cannot be referred to Christ, 
but must be referred to God; although Philippi continues of 
opinion that the former reference has all in its favour and 
nothing against it. On the other hand, Tholuck (see also 
Schmid, tbl. Theol. II. p. 540, ed. 2) does more justice to the 
objections against the old ecclesiastical interpretation, which 
Messner also, Lehre d. Ap. p. 236 f.,, prefers, but only with a 
certain diffidence; whilst Herm. Schultz (comp. Socinus, in 


' There certainly occurs at chap. ii., in Clement, the expression +a wabipara 
aired (i.€, rev @sev), where we are not to correct it into uabipace, with Hilgen- 
feld. ‘This expression, however, is fully explained, without Christ being named 
@:és, from the Pauline view : @ses 4» iy Xprery xiemer xarararAdeews lavry, 2 Cor. 
v. 19. 

* The doxology in xvi. 27 does not refer to Christ. 2 Tim. iv. 18 certainly 
refers to Christ; but this is just one of the traces of post-apostolic com- 
position. 
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Calovius, p. 153) comes ultimately to @ lower acceptation of the 
notion of Qeos, which is meant not metaphysically, but only 
designates the fulness of power committed to Christ for behoof of 
His work, and excludes neither dependence and coming into being, 
nor beginning and end. Against the latter suggestion it may be 
decisively urged, that thus characteristics are attached to the 
notion @eds, which, compared with the current Pauline mode of 
expression, directly annul it, and make it interchangeable with 
xvpvos, as Paul uses it of Christ (Eph. iv. 5,6; Phil ii 11; 
1 Cor. viii. 6, and many other passages). See, in opposition to it, 
also Grimm. If we suppose the quite singular case here to 
occur, that Paul names Christ God, yea God over all, we need 
not shrink from recognising, with the orthodox interpreters, an 
expression of the fact that Christ is not nuncupative, but natu- 
raliter God (Flacius, Clav. II. p. 187). (3) Another way, 
that of taking to pieces the relative clause, was suggested by 
Erasmus, who proposed to place the point (as in Cod. 71) after 
ardvrwv (in which Locke, (Clarke,) Justi, Ammon, Stolz, Grimm, 
lc, and in de Johann. Christol. indole Paulinae compar. p. 75 f., 
Baumgarten-Crusius, Ernesti, Urspr. d. Sunde, L p. 200 ff, 
and Marcker follow him), so that gut est super omnia (or 
omnes) refers to Christ (comp. Acts x. 36), and then the doxo- 
logy to God follows. But how intolerably abrupt is this !— 
not merely the brief description given of Christ, but also the 
doxology itself, which with o dy éri mdyrwy loses its natural 
connection with the preceding. Again, with this separation 
would disappear the motive for Paul’s not having put evroy. 
an the first place, as usually (comp. 2 Cor. 1 3; Ephi. 3; 
also the doxologies in the LXX.). This motive is, namely, the 
emphasis which @eds obtains by the characteristic description 
o ov él mdvrov (the God who is over all)’ Still more 
disjointed and halting the language becomes through the 
punctuation of Morus (who, however, concurs in referring the 
whole to Christ): 6 ay éri mavtwv, Beds, edroy. eis 7. ai.’ 


1 With emphasis, too, in the LXX. Ps. lxviii. 20, xvpses ¢ @sé¢ appears to be pre- 
fixed tossacy. Yet the translator must have had 7302 twice in the original text. 
* Otherwise Hofmann (comp. his Schriftbew. J. p. 144; also Kahnis, Dogmat. 
I. p. 453 f.): Paul predicates é dy iw) wdévewy of Christ, and then causes @sés 
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Why Reiche, whom Krehl and van Hengel have followed, 
although rightly referring the whole to God, has adopted this 
punctuation (He who is over all, God, be praised for ever), we 
cannot perceive; o dy él wdvrov Oeds, taken independently, 
forms in fact, according to a quite customary manner of ex- 
pression, one phrase, s0 that @eds is not without the article. 
Comp. 1 Cor. iii. 7 ; Kiihner, IL § 464,8,¢. Finally, Grotius 
(not also Schoetigen, as Schultz states) would consider Qeds 
as not genuine, and would refer o dv éri 1. evr. to Christ, to 
whom “laus et honor debetur supra omnes, i. e, etiam supra 
Abrah., Isaac. et Jacob.” But that Oeds is not wanting in the 
Peschito, a8 Grotius maintains, is decisively settled (see Koppe), 
and the’ witnesses who actually omit it (edd. of Cyprian, and 
Hilary, Léo once, Ephraem) are much too weak and doubt- 
ful; see Bengel, Appar. crit. in loc. Quite arbitrary is the 
conjecture of Sam. Crell (Artemonius): oy o ém «.7.r. — em 
advrov| neuter. The limitation which takes it as masc. (Syr., 
Beza, Grotius, Socinus, Justi, Hofmann, and others), in which 
case it is by some held to apply to men generally, by others 
to the patriarchs; must have been presented by the context ; 
but it is not at all suggested by anything, not even in the 
reference of the sense, which Fritzsche introduces: “ qui 
omnibus hominibus prospicit Deus, ut male credas Judaeos ab 
eo destitutos esse, etc.” —érri indicates the relation of the rule 
over all things; see Lobeck, ad Herodian. p. 474, ad Phryn. pp. 
164, 174; Bahr, ad Plat. Ale. p. 162. God is the vavroxpa- 
twp, 2 Cor. vi. 18 / often in the Apocalypse/6 povos Suvdorys, 
0 Bactreds tav Bacthevovroy x.7.r., 1 Tim. vi. 15, 16. 


sbAey. sis ¢. aiwy, to follow as a second predicate. But if we once believe that 
the sentence must be referred to Christ, it is in any case far more in keeping 
with the emotional flow of the language to leave the whole unbroken, without 
making an artificial abatement from the result, that Paul has named Christ é é» 
iw] weveey Osts. This artificial abatement is thus brought out by Hofmann: he 
takes iw) wdvewy as in contradistinction to iz #», and @s4¢ as in contradistinction to 
ware odpxa, after which arbitrary analysis the twofold antithetic sequence of 
thought is supposed to be: ‘‘ He who supremely rules over all has come forth out of 
this people, and, in respect of the seif-transmitting human corporeal nature, there 
has come forth out of this people He who is God.” Asthough Paul had written : 
LE wv 6 Xprrés 6 iw) wdrrny os nave edpua, 6 by Oses sbAcyuees tis ¢. ainvas, Gess, 

1 Van Hengel assumes that the Jeraelites and patriarchs and Christ are intended. 
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Vv. 6-13. First part of the Theodicée: God's promise, how- 
ever, has not become untrue through the exclusion of a part of the 
Israelites ; for vu applies only to the true Israelites, who are 
such according to the promise, which is confirmed from Scripture. 

Ver. 6. Having in vv. 4, 5 adduced the great divine pre- 
rogatives of his people, and given honour to God for them, as 
his Israelitish sympathies impelled him to do,’ his thought 
now recurs to that utterance of grief in vv. 2, 3, over-against 
which (64) he now proposes to justify the God of his people. 
Quite unnecessarily Lachmann has put vv. 3-5 in a paren- 
thesis. — ovy olov dé, ére| does not mean: but zt is not possible that 
(Beza, Piscator, Grotius, Homberg, Semler, Ch. Schmidt, Morus, 
Bohme, Rosenmiiller, Benecke, Ewald); for in that case érz 
would not be allowable, but the infinitive must follow (Matthiae, 
§ 479; Kriiger, § 55. 3. 1); moreover, as Calvin has rightly 
observed, oloy re would be found, at least according to the in- 
variable usage (4 Mace. iv. 7; Ken. Anabd, ii. 2. 3, vii. 7. 22; 
and Bornemann, in loc.; de Rep. Ath. ii. 2; Mem. iv. 6.7; 
Thuc. vii. 42. 3; Soph. Phal. 913; 0. C. 1420; Ast, Lez. 
Plat. IL p. 425), instead of which scarcely an uncertain 
example (as Gorgias, pro Palam. in Wetstein) is forthcoming 
of the simple olov without ré, whilst the masculine olds eiys 
(without 7é) is frequent (see Schomann, ad Js. p. 465; Weber, 
Dem. Aristoer. p. 469; Kiihner, IL 2, p. 702. 580). It is 
rather to be explained by the very current usage in later 
Greek (Lennep. ad Phalar. p. 258; Fritszche on our passage) 
of ov». oloy with a following finite tense ; ¢.g. oby olov spy iouae 
in Phryn. p. 372, and the passages from Polybius in Schweig- 
hiuser, p. 403). According to this usage, the attracted oloy 
is not to be resolved, with Hermann, ad Viger. p. 790, into 
totov olov, because the following verb does not suit this, but with 
Fritzsche into totovroy dre: the matter ¢s not of such a nature, 
that. But since Paul has here expressed rt, he cannot have 
conceived it as contained in ofoy: in reality he has fallen into a 
mixing up of two kindred modes of expression—namely, of ovy 

1 And yet Hofmann terms the words é é» iw) wdéveav Gtés x.¢.2., taken a3 a 
doxology, an uncalled-for, and aimless, insufferable interruption. Psychologi- 
cally, a very unjust judgment. 
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olov with a finite tense, and ovy Stu, tc. oby épw@ Gre. See Tyr- 
whitt, ad Arist. Poet. p. 128; Hartung, Partikell. II. p. 153 f. ; 
Kihner, II. 2, p.800f. Without this intermingling he would 
have written ovy oloy 5é éxrérrwxev; but consequent on this 
intermingling he wrote ovy olov 8é, Sts éxm., which accordingly 
may be analyzed thus: ov rotoy 5é Aéyw, olov ort, I do not 
speak of a thing of such kind, as (that is) that. So also sub- 
stantially Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 319, and previously, by way 
of suggestion, Beza. The deviation from Greek usage into 
which Paul has fallen renders also necessary this solution, 
which deviates’ from the analysis of the Greek ody ofoy 
Sé demémr. (without é7v); and we have here, amongst the 
many solecisms falsely ascribed to the apostle, a real one. 
Observe, moreover, the strength of the negation implied in ovy 
olov ; for this affirms that the lament of the apostle was to be 
something quite other than a lament over the frustration of the 
divine word. According to Hofmann, n’youny is to be again 
supplied to ovy olov, and Src to be taken as because, so that 
thus Paul would deny that he had for that wish the ground 
which is named in tz éxrérroxey «1.4. This is—indepen- 
dently of the arbitrariness of the insertion of nvyounv—in- 
correct, just because the thought that this ydyoumy could 
have had that grownd would be an absurd thought; for it 
would suppose a fact, which is inconceivable as a motive of 
the wish. — dxwértwxev] has fallen out of its position, te. 
fallen through, become unavailing, without result. See Plut. 
Tb. Gracch. 21; Ael. V. H. iv. 7; Kypke, II. p.173 £ So 
Svarrirrrevv, Josh. xxi. 45; Judith vi. 9; and wérrew, Josh. 
xxiii, 14; both in use also among the Greeks; comp. éxBad- 
recat, Dissen, ad Pind. Nem. xi. 30. The opposite is pévewy, 
ver. 11. Comp. also 1 Cor. xiii. 8.—0 Yoyos 1. Geod] 
namely, not the Dez edictum (ver. 28) as to the bestowal of 
blessing only on the election of the Israelites, as Fritzsche, an- 


1 Fritzsche prefers to assume a constructio wpis ¢é enpeasvepsver, 80 that Paul has 
written sz, because in ody ofey 3i lies the essential meaning: sed multum abest.— 
Van Hengel proposes to resolve the expression thus: cesévds Aiywy, clev reves 
iogsy, od Abyw ori. 


2 Comp. also Erasmus, Castalio, Reithmayr. 
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ticipating, would have it, but generally the promise given by 
God to the Israelites, by which the assurance of the Messianic 
salvation is obviously intended. This sense the context yields 
generally, and especially by é& dv o Xpuotés 76 x. o., ver. 5, with- 
out our having exactly to think of Gen. xii. 3, where the pro- 
mise is to Abraham (Th. Schott). — od yap mdyres x.1.d.] for 
not all who spring from Israel, not all viol "Iopayr (ver. 27), 
are Israelites (Israel’s children, according to the divine idea), 
so as to be all destined to receive the salvation promised to 
the Israelites. Comp. Gal. iv. 29, vi 16. The first Iopanr 
is the name of the patriarch ; the second, instead of which the 
old reading ’Iopan\ira: (D. Chrys.) contains a correct gloss, 
is the name of his people (xi. 2, 7, 26, al.). Mistaking the 
subtle emphatic character of this mode of expression, Hof- 
mann, in spite of the clear ot é£, takes the first "Iop. also as a 
name of the people, so that the sense would be: the unity of 
the people is something other than the sum of ws members. 
To of é& ’Iop. corresponds ovépya ’ABp., ver. 7. 

Ver. 7. Nor yet, because they are descendants of Abraham, 
are they all (his) children. — Before o¥8 a colon only is correct, 
because the discourse proceeds continuously, annexing denial to 
denial. — eof] The subject is that of the previous clause, oi 
é£ ’Iopanr. The réxva of Abraham, as significantly contrasted 
with the mere bodily descendants (o7répua), are those destined 
by God to receive the promised salvation. Comp. Matt. iii. 9; 
John vii. 33, 39; Justin, c. Tryph. 44. That it is not God's 
children that are to be understood (although they ave such), as, 
after Theodoret and several others, Glocker afresh takes it, is 
manifest from the foregoing parallel ofro: "Iopand, and from 
the fact that it is not till afterwards that réxva +. Qcod are 
spoken of.— Wrongly, but in consequence of his erroneous 
understanding of the drt, ver. 6, Hofmann regards ovd’ ére eiot 
om. Ap. as the negation of a second ground of the niyouny, so 
that then a new sentence begins with vrayres réxva. This view 
the obvious correlation of ov8’ . . . réxva with the preceding ov 
yap tavres x.t.r should have precluded. — After dAX’ we are 
not to supply yéypamrae or obtws &p6€0y, which would be 
quite arbitrary ; but the saying in Gen. xxi. 12, which is 


126 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 


well known to the reader as a saying of God, is subjoined 
unaltered and immediately (comp. Gal. iii, 11, 12; 1 Cor. 
xv. 27) without a xaOes yéypamrras (xv. 3; 1 Cor. i. 31) or 
the like being introduced, or the second person being altered 
into the third; simply because it is taken for granted that che . 
saying is one well known. — év "Io. xr O. coe orréppa] closely 
after the LXX., which renders the original literally. In the 
original text we read Yu % NIP. PNY'A: through Isaac pos- 
terity shall be named to thee, 1.€. through Isaac it will come to 
pass to thee, that posterity of thine shall have the status and 
the name of the ovépya “ABp. (comp. Heb. xi. 18); the de- 
scendants of Isaac (consequently not the Ishmaelites) shall be 
recognised as thy posterity (and therewith as the heirs of the 
divine promise).! But the apostle has otherwise apprehended 
the sense of the passage according to its typical reference ; for 
it is evident from the relation of ver. 9 to ver. 8, that he 
limited that saying to the person of Isaac himself, who (not 
Ishmael) was the promised child of Abraham, and thus re- 
presented in himself the character of the true posterity of 
Abraham accounted as such by God. Hence, in the sense of 
the apostle: “In the person of Isaac will a descendant be named 
to thee ;” %.e. Isaac will be he, in’ whose person the notion 
“descendant of Abraham” shall be represented and recog- 
nised. Paul finds in this divine declaration the idea enun- 
ciated (ver. 8), that not on bodily descent (which was also the 
case with Ishmael), but on divine promise (which was the 
case with Isaac, ver. 9), the true sonship of Abraham is 
founded. Usually (not by Philippi and Ewald, who concur 
with our view) the passage is understood, conformably to the 
historical sense of the original, not of the person of Isaac, but 
of his posterity ; which, because Isaac himself was the son of 
promise, represents the true descendants of Abraham accord- 
ing to the promise. But to this posterity all Israelites cer- 
tainly belonged, and it would therefore be inappropriate to set 

1 According to Hofmann, the sense is: ‘‘The race, whose ancestor Abraham 
is assumed to be, shall bear Isaac’s name.” This sense would, instead of pny'a, 
require pry ova, and in the Greek va év2eaes (Isa. xiii. 7) or (xlviii. 1) ie? 
oH oveuers "vade, 
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them down, by virtue of their extraction from Isaac, as the type 
of the true sonship of Abraham, when the very claim to that 
sonship, resting upon bodily descent, is to be withdrawn from 
them. The person of Isaac himself, as contrasted with Ishmael, 
was this type, which was thereupon repeated in Jacob, as con- 
trasted with Esau (in their persons), vv. 10-13. Chrysostom 
aptly indicates the reference to Isaac himself: S12 yap robro 
elrev ev Ia. Kr. o. o7., iva wdOng, Ste of TH TpOTTH TOUTE yevvE- 
pevos TO Kata Tov "Icadk, obra pandora eiot TO oTréppa 
tod "ABpaau was otvy 6 “Icadk éyevvnbn ; od Kata vopov 
pices, ovdé xara Siva capKos, NAA Kata Sivapey eray- 
yerlas. — «crnOnoerat] nominabitur. See. Winer, p. 571 f. 
[E. T. 769]; Eur. Hee. 625, and Pflugk, in loc. The opinion of 
Reiche, that «ad. denotes to call out of nothing (see on iv. 7), 
which it signifies also in Gen. xxi. 12, so that the sense would 
be: “In the person of Isaac a descendant will be imparted to 
thee,” is erroneous, because that saying of God was uttered after 
the birth of Isaac. — oot] Dative of ethical reference. — todr’ 
éoriv| This purports, thereby the idea 18 expressed. Rightly 
Grotius : “ Haec vox est explicantis drovoay latentem, quod 
wit dicitur Hebraeis.” — réxva +. Qeov] Paul characterizes 
the true descendants of Abraham, who are not so from bodily 
generation, as God’s children, that is, as such descendants of the 
ancestor, whose Abrahamic sonship is not different in the idea 
of God from that of sonship to Him, so that they are regarded 
and treated by God as His children. — 7a réxva ris érrayy.] 
might mean: the promised children (so van Hengel); for the 
promised child of Abraham was Isaac (ver. 9), whose birth was 
the realization of a promise (and so Hofmann takes it).: But 
that Paul had the conception that Isaac was begotten by 
virtue of the divine promise, is evident from Gal. iv. 23 (see 
an loc.), and therefore the genitive (as also previously is 
capxos) is to be taken causatively: the children of Abraham 
who originate from the divine promise, who are placed in this 
their relation of sonship to Abraham through the creative 
power of the divine promise, analogously to the begetting of 
Isaac ; 1) THS éraryyerlas ioyds érexe Td Tratdlov, Chrysostom. 
— doylferar] by God. Comp. iv. 3, 5.— eis améppa] that 
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is, as an Abrahamic posterity. See ver. 7. To understand 
Gentiles also, is here foreign to the context (in opposition to 
Beyschlag) ; see. vv. 9-13. Abraham’s race is treated of, to 
which not all who descend from him are without distinction 
reckoned by God as belonging. 

Ver. 9. Proof of the foregoing adda ra réxva ris érayye- 
Alas. “The children of promise,I say, for a word of promise 
as that which follows: about this time, etc.” Hence, therefore, 
we see that not the bodily descent, but the divine promise, 
constitutes the relation of belonging to Abraham’s fatherhood. 
The quotation is freely put together from Gen. xviii. 10 and 
xviii, 14, after the LXX. — To xara rov xaipov rodrov, at this 
time (namely, of the next year), corresponds f Nya in the 
original (comp. 2 Kings iv. 16, 17; Gen. xvii. 21), which is 
to be explained: as the time revives, that is, when the time 
(which is now a thing of the past and dead) returns to life; 
not with Fritzsche: in the present time (of the next year), 
which suits the words of the LX X.——where, by way of expla- 
nation, the classical eis dpas, over the year, is added,—but not 
the Hebrew. See Gesenius, Zhes. L p. 470; Tuch and Knobel 
on Gen. xviii. 10. On the whole promise, comp. Hom. Od. xi. 
248 f., 295. 

Ver. 10. A fresh and still more decisive proof (for it might 
be objected that, of Abraham’s children, Sarah’s son only was 
legitimate) that only the divine disposal constituted the suc- 
cession to Abraham which was true and valid in the sight 
of God. Comp. Barnab. 13. The more definite notion of 
promise, which was retained in the preceding, is here expanded 
into the more general one of the appointment of the divine 
will as made known. — ov povoy Sé] See generally on v. 3. 
What is supplied must be something that is gathered from the 
preceding, that fits the nominative ‘PeSéxxa, and that answers 
as regards sense to the following é6pé6y avr7. Hence, because 
7} Zdppe precedes, and with adda «al another mother’s name 
is introduced, we must supply, as subject, not Abraham 
(Augustine, Beza, Calvin, Reithmayr, van Hengel; comp. also 
Hofmann, who however thinks any completing supplement use- 
less), but Ydépsa ; and moreover, not indeed the definite Adyov 
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erraryeNias elyev or errnyyeApevn fv (Vatablus, Fritzsche, Winer, 
Krehl, Baumgarten-Crusius), but the more general Adyou or 
piya Gcod elyev, which is suitable to the subsequent €p6é6n, 
as well as to the contents of the sayings adduced in wv. 
12,13: “ But not only had Sarah a saying of God, but also 
Rebecca, etc.” We must therefore throw aside the manifald 
arbitrary supplements suggested, some of which are inconsistent 
with the construction, not suiting the nominative ‘Pe8., as e.g. : 
“non solum id, quod jam diximus, documentum est ejus, 
quod inferre volumus; Rebecca idem nos docet” (so Grotius, 
also Seb. Schmid, Semler, Ch. Schmid, Cramer, Rosenmiiller, 
and several others; comp. Tholuck and Philippi); or: rovro 
hw (Riickert, de Wette), so that the nominative ‘Pef8. forms an 
anacoluthon, and the period begun enters with ver. 11 upon 
quite another form (how forced, seeing that vv. 11 and 12 in 
themselves stand in perfectly regular construction !). It is 
only the semblance of an objection against our view, that not 
Sarah, but Abraham, received the word of promise, ver. 9; for 
Sarah was, by the nature of the case, and also according to 
the representation of Genesis, the co-recipient of the promise, 
and was mixed up in the conversation of God with Abraham 
in reference to it (Gen. xviii. 13-15); so that Paul, without 
incurring the charge of contradicting history, might have no 
scruple in stating the contrast as between the mothers, as he 
has done. — é& évds xoirny éyouca] Who had cohalntation of 
one (man), the effect of which was the conception of the twin 
children. The contextual importance of this addition does 
not consist in its denying that there was a breach of conjugal 
fidelity, but in its making palpably apparent the invalidity— 
for the history of salvation—of bodily descent. She was preg- 
nant by one man, and yet how different was the divine deter- 
mination with respect to the two children ! — é& évds] mascu- 
line, without anything being supplied ; for Io. +. 7. 7. is in 
apposition. xolrn, couch, bed, often marriage bed (Heb. xiii. 4), 
is found seldom in the classical writers (Eur. Med. 151, Hippol. 
154; not Anacr. 23, see Valck. Schol. IL p. 594), with whom 
evvyn and éxos often have the same sense, euphemistically 
used as equivalent to concubditus, but frequently in the LXX. 
ROM. IL I 
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See Schleusner, 7hes. IIL p. 347. Comp. Wisd. iii. 13, 16. 
—tovd Twratp. nu.| from the Jewish consciousness; for the dis- 
course has primarily to do with the Jews. Comp. iv. 1. 
If Isaac were to be designated as the father of Christians 
(Reiche, Fritzsche), the context must have necessarily and 
definitely indicated this, since believers are Abraham’s (spi- 
ritual) children. We may add that ’Ic. rod ararp. sev is not 
without a significant bearing on the argument, inasmuch as it 
contributes to make us feel the independence of the deter- 
mination of the divine will on the theocratic descent, however 
legitimate. 

Vv. 11,12. Although, forsooth, they were not yet born, and 
had not done anything good or evil, in order that the purpose 
of God according to election might have its continued subsistence, 
not from works, but from Him who calls, it was said to her, ete. 
—pmrw| not ob7rw, because the negative relation is intended to 
be expressed sulyectively, that is, as placed before the view of 
God and weighed by Him in delivering His utterance. See 
Winer, p. 450 [E. T. 608]; Baeumlein, Partik. p. 295. Comp. 
Xen. Cyr, iii. 1.37.— The subject (avrav) to the participles 
is not expressed, according to a well-known classical 
(Matthiae, § 563; Kiihner, ad Yen. Anab. i 2. 17), but it 
would be self-evident to the reader from the history familiar 
to him, that the twins of Rebecca were intended; Winer, 
p. 548 [E. T. 736]. — The sentence expressive of purpose, a... 
Kadovvtos, is placed with emphasis before ¢€66é0n, and therefore 
not to be placed in a parenthesis. — iva] introduces the pur- 
pose which God had in this, that, notwithstanding they were 
not yet born, etc., He yet gave forth already the declaration of 
ver. 12. He thereby purposed, namely, that His resolve—con- 
ceived in the mode of an election made amongst men—to bestow 
the blessings of the Messianic salvation should subsist, etc. — 
9 Kat’ éxNoy. mpodects'] can neither be so taken, that the 
éxdoyn precedes the mpd0eors in point of time (comp. viii. 28), 
which is opposed to the nature of the relation, especially see- 

1 Taken by Beck in a rationalistic sense: ‘‘ The fundamental outline which 


serves as a standard for the temporal training of the ixaey#, and pervades their 
temporal development in all its parts.” 
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ing that the mpd0coss pertains to what was antecedent to time 
(see on viii. 28) ;* nor so that the éxAoyn follows the mpdbecis, 
whether it be regarded as the act of its fulfilment (Reiche) or 
as its aim (Krehl). These latter interpretations might certainly 
be justified linguistically (see Kiihner, II. 1, pp. 412, 413), 
but they would yield no specific peculiarity of the act of the 
mpobects. Yet, since xar’ éxdoyyjv must be the character- 
istically distinctive mark of the purpose, it cannot by any 
means denote: the resolution adopted in respect of an election 
(Grotius, Riiekert); but it must be apprehended as an essential 
inherent of the mpo@ects, expressing the modal character of 
this divine act: the purpose according to election, ve. the pur- 
pose which was so formed, that in it an election was made, The 
arpo0eoss would have been no p00. nar’ éxroynv, no “ propo- 
situm Dei electivwm ” (Bengel), if God had resolved to bless 
all without exception. His resolve to vouchsafe the Messianic 
blessedness did not, however, concern all, but those only who 
were to be comprehended in this very resolve (by virtue of 
His mpéyveots, viii. 29), and who were thereby, by means of 
the mpodeacs itself, chosen out from the rest of men (xi. 5), and 
thus the wpoGecus was no other than 4 «at éxdoyny mpobects 
(comp. Bengel, Flatt, Tholuck, Beck, Fritzsche, Philippi, 
Lamping). In a linguistic aspect «ar exAoy. (frequently in 
Polybius, see Raphel) comes under the same category with the 
well-known expressions xara xpdtos, xa’ SrepBodry 1.7.d. 
(Bornem. ad Cyrop.1. 4. 23; Bernhardy, p. 241). Comp. xi. 
21; 1 Tim. vi 3. But it is incorrect to alter, with Carpzov, 
Ernesti, Cramer, Bohme, Ammon, Rosenmiiller, the signification 
of éX., and to explain 7 car’ éch. 1pd0. as “ propositum Dei 
diberum.” For, as election and freedom are in themselves dif- 


1 Since the divine spéésess is antecedent to time (Eph. iii. 11; 2 Tim. i 9), as is 
also the ixacys (Eph. i. 4; and see Weiss, dibl. Theol. § 126), we cannot, with 
Beyschlag, p. 88, understand it of the plan developing itself in history, pertain- 
ing to the history of God's kingdom, as God forms it in the calling of Abraham 
and executes it up to the apostolic present. Mistaken also is van Hengel’s view, 
according to which the sac’ ixAcy. #ps4. is to be limited to the determination of 
choice respecting the two brothers, and ivy to the abiding realization of it in the 
posterity of both sides, while cix if Ipyay, &AX’ ix cod xaArcvrres is supposed to be a 
gloss 
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ferent conceptions, so in those passages which are appealed to 
(Joseph. Bell. Jud. ii. 8. 14; Psalt. Sal. ix. 7), éxA. is none 
other than electio; and especially in the N.T. éxAoyy, éxnré- 
yeoOas, and éxdexrés are so statedly used for the dogmatic 
sense of the election to salvation, that no alteration can be 
admitted. In general, Hofmann has rightly understood it of 
the quality, which the purpose has from the fact that God 
chooses; along with which, however, he likewise transposes the 
notion of the éxAoyy into that of the free act of will, “ which 
has its presupposition only in the chooser, not on the side of 
the chosen.” This anticipates the following, which, moreover, 
joins itself not to é«Aoy}, but to the abiding of the xar’ éxd. 
mpoGeats; hence éxAoy7 must be left in its strict verbal 
sense of election. The é«Aoyn may in and by itself be even an 
unfree act of will; its freedom does not lie in the notion in 
itself, but it is only to be inferred mediately from what is 
further to be said of the pévew of the «ar eer. mpodeccs, 
viz. ovx && epywv «.7.4.— pévn] The opposite of éxmrémrruxey, 
ver. 6. Comp. Xen. Anad. ii. 3. 24; Eurip. Iph. 7. 959; 
Herod. iv. 201. It is the result aimed at in such a declaration 
as God caused to be given to Rebecca before the birth of her 
two sons: His purpose according to election is meant to remain 
unchangeable, etc., so much He would have to be settled in 
His giving that declaration. — ovx é& gpywv «.7.d.| is by most 
joined, through a supplied odca, to mpdbeots +. Beod;’ by 
Fritzsche regarded even as a supplementary definition to xar’ 
éxXoynv, in which he is followed by Lamping, as though 
Paul had written 9) ob« é£ pywv «7.4. But for rejecting the 
natural and nearest connection with pévy there is absolutely 
no ground from the sense which thus results: the elective 


1 Luther, however, with whom agree Hofmann and Jatho, connects with 
ippién abey. But this last has already its defining clause in «iow x.¢.2., and 
that a clause after which odx if tpywy x.7.4., annexed to the Ujfiln airy as a defi- 
nition of mode, would be something self-evident and superfluous. Hofmann 
insists, quite groundlessly, that, according to the ordinary connection of oix ig 
ipyev x.7.2., instead of obx, «i must have been used. On account of the follow- 
ing 4A,’ x.¢.4., on which the main stress is meant to be laid, ox, even ina 
sentence expressing purpose, is quite in its place. See Buttm. Neut. Gr. p. 302, 8. 
The negation adheres to the && ipyw, see Kiihner, II. 2, p. 747 f. 
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resolution must have its abiding character not on account of 
works, which the suljects concerned would perform, but on account 
of God Himself, who calls to the Messianic salvation’ Accord- 
ingly, ovx é& Epywv «.t.r. is a causal specification annexed to 
the—in itself independent—pévy, namely, of its objective 
actual relation (hence ov, not yu), and should be separated 
from pévn by a comma (Paul might more formally have 
written: xal toro ovx é& Epywv «.7.r.). Hence the objection 
that pévey é« is not found is of no importance, since pévn 
in itself stands absolutely, and é« is constantly employed in 
the sense of by virtue of, by reason of. See Bernhardy, p. 
230 ; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 551.7— On the form é66é6n, 
which, instead of the Recepta €6670n, is to be adopted with 
Lachmann and Tischendorf, following the preponderance of 
testimony, in all passages in Paul, see on Matt. v. 21, and 
Kiihner, I. p. 810 £—The quotation is Gen. xxv. 23, closely 
following the LXX.; é7: forms no part of it, but is recitative. 
In the connection of the original text, o pelfwv and o éddoe., the 
greater and the smaller, refer to the two nations represented by _ 
the elder and younger twin sons, of which they were to be 
ancestors ; and this prediction was fulfilled first under David, 
who conquered the Edomites (2 Sam. viii. 14); then, after they 
had freed themselves in the time of Joram (2 Kings viii 21), 
under Amaziah (2 Kings xiv. 7; 2 Chron. xxv. 11) and 
Uzziah (2 Kings xiv. 22; 2 Chron. xxvi. 2), who again 
reduced them to slavery; and lastly, after they had once more 
-broken loose in the time of Ahaz (2 Chron. xxviii. 17 ; accord- 
ing to 2 Kings xvi. 6, they had merely wrested the port of 
Elath from the Jews), under Johannes Hyrcanus, who com- 
pletely vanquished them, forced them to be circumcised, and 
incorporated them in the Jewish state (Joseph. Ané. xiii 9.1). 
Paul, however, has in view, as the entire context vv. 10, 11, 


1 This characteristic designation of God as é x«A#» makes it apparent that the 
attainment of the salvation entirely depends on Him. 

7 Not essentially different from our view is that of Tholuck, de Wette, Phi- 
lippi, who regard obx if ipyws x.¢.a. as a subjoined definition of the whole final 
clause: ‘‘ And this indeed was not to be effected by virtue of works, etc.” (Phi- 
“ipPi). But Riickert incorrectly explains it, as though the passage ran «ivy uh if 

PY. %.F.A. 
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13 evinces, in 6 pelf. and r@ édadoo., Esau and Jacob themselves, 
not their nations ; so that the fulfilment of the Sovv. is to be 
found in the theocratic subjection into which Esau was reduced 
through the loss of his birthright and of the paternal blessing, 
whereby the theocratic lordship passed to Jacob. But inasmuch 
as in Gen. /.c. the two brothers are set forth as representatives 
of the nations, and their persons and their destiny are not con- 
sequently excluded,—as, indeed, the relation indicated in the 
divine utterance took its beginning with the brothers them- 
selves, by virtue of the preference of Jacob through the paternal 
blessing (Gen. xxvii. 29, 37, 40),—the apostle’s apprehension 
of the passage, as he adapts it to his connection, has its 
ground and its warrant, especially in view of similar herme- 
neutic freedom in the use of O. T. expressions. — 6 pefwy and 
T@ éddoc. have neither in the original nor in Greek the signi- 
fication: the first-born and the second-born, which indeed the 
words do not denote; but Esau, who is to come to birth first, 
is regarded as the greater of the twins in the womb, and Jacob 
a3 the smaller. 

Ver. 13. “This utterance (€66€0n) took place in conformity 
with the expressly testified (in Mal i 2, 3, freely cited from 
the LXX.) love of God towards Jacob and abhorrence of 
Esau.” Thus, that utterance agrees with this. But just like 
Paul, so the prophet himself intends by ‘Iaxw8 and ’Hoai, not 
the two nations Israel and Edom, but the persons of the two 
brothers ; God loved the former, and hated the latter (and there- 
Fore has exalted Israel and destroyed Edom). — The aorists are, 
in the sense of the apostle—as the relation of xaOws yéyp. to 
the preceding, imparting information respecting the subjective 
ground of the divine declaration in ver. 12, shows—to be 
referred to the love and abhorrence entertained towards the 
brothers before their birth, but are not to be understood of the 
de facto manifestation of love and hatred by which the saying 
of Gen. xxv. 23 had been in the result confirmed (van Hengel). 
"Eplonoa, moreover, is not to have a merely privative sense 
ascribed to it: not to love, or to love less (as Fessel, Glass, 
Grotius, Estius, and many, including Nosselt, Koppe, Tholuck, 
Flatt, Beck, Maier, Beyschlag), which is not admissible even in 
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Matt. vi 24, Luke xiv. 26, xvi. 13, John xii. 25 (see, 
against this and similar attempts to weaken its force, Lamping); 
but it expresses the opposite of the positive rydzr., viz. positive 
hatred. See Mali 4. And as that love towards Jacob must 
be conceived of as completely independent of foreseen virtues 
(ver. 11), so also this hatred towards Esau as completely inde- 
pendent of foreseen sins (in opposition to the Greek Fathers 
and Jerome on Mal. i). Both were founded solely on the free 
elective determination of God; with whom, in the necessary 
connection of that plan which He had freely adopted for the 
process of theocratic development, the hatred and rejection of 
Esau were presupposed through their.opposite, namely, the free 
love and election of Jacob to be the vehicle of the theocracy 
and its privileges, as the reverse side of this love and choice, 
which the history of Edom brought into actual relief. 

Vv. 14-18. Second part of the Theodicde: God does not deal 
unrighteously, in that His wpoOeots according to election is to have 
ats subsistence, not €E epywv, but ée tod xadovvros; for He 
Himself maintains in the Scripture His own freedom to have 
mercy upon or to harden whom He will—This reason has pro- 
bative force, in so far as it is justly presupposed in it, that the 
axiom which God expresses respecting Himself is absolutely 
worthy of Him. Hence we are not, with Beyschlag, to refer the 
alleged injustice to the fact that God now prefers the Gentiles 
to the Jews, which is simply imported into the preceding text, 
and along with which, no less gratuitously, the following 
receives the sense: “ the Jews have indeed become what they are 
out of pure grace ; this grace may therefore once again be directed 
towards others, and be withdrawn from them” (Beyschlag). 

Ver. 14. A possible inference, unfavourable to the character 
of God, from vv. 11-13, is suggested by Paul himself, and 
repelled. — pr) adex. rapa te Gee ;] But is there not unright- 
eousness with God ? Comp. the question in iii. 5. apa, with 
qualities, corresponds to the Latin in. See Matthiae, § 588. 6. 
Comp. uu. 11. 

Ver. 15. Reason assigned for the yp yévorro, not for the 
legitimacy of the question pn abducla m. r. 8. (Mangold, p. 134), 
so that the opponent's language continues, until it “ culmi- 
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nates in the audacious exclamation of ver. 19.” Tap after 
pe) yévorro always relates to this. Bengel rightly remarks on 
yap: “Nam quod asserimus, Dez assertum est irrefragabile.” 
—71@ Move. ¥y. (see critical remarks) brings into strong relief 
the venerated recipient of the word, which makes it appear the 
more weighty (comp. x. 5,19). The citation is Ex. xxxiii. 19, 
verbally following the LXX. (which would have more closely 
translated the Heb. by éde@ dv ay edejow «.7.r.).1 In the 
original text it 1s an assurance by God to Moses of His 
favour now directly extended towards him, but expressed 
in the form of a divine axiom. Hence Paul, following the 
LXX., was justified in employing the passage as a scriptural 
statement of the general proposition: God’s mercy, in respect 
of the persons concerned, whose lot it should be to experience 
it, lets itself be determined solely by His own free will of 
grace: “I will have mercy upon whosoever is the object of my 
mercy ;” so that I am therefore in this matter dependent on 
nothing external to myself. This is the sovereignty of the 
divine compassionating will, Observe that the future denotes 
the actual compassion, fulfilling itself in point of fact, which 
God promises to show to the persons concerned, towards whom 
He stands in the mental relation (érew, present) of pity. The 
distinction between éde® and olxte/pw is not, as Tittmann, 
Synon. p. 69 f£, defines it, that éA. denotes the active mercy, 
and or. the compassionate kindness, but that the same 
notion miserert is more strongly expressed by oixr. See 
Fritzsche. Comp. Plat. Euthyd. p. 288 D: €dejoavré pe xal 
oixrelpavre, The latter denotes originally bewailing sympathy, 
as opposed to paxapiferv (Xen. Anab. iii. 1.19). Comp. olros 
(to which odupyds, Plat. Rep. iii. p. 38'7 D, corresponds), oterifo, 
oixtpos «.7.X. On the form oixretpjow, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. 
p. 741.— dy dy] The dy is that everywhere usual with the 
relative in the sense of cungue. Hence conditionally expressed : 
af to any one I am gracious, etc. See generally Hartung, Partt- 
kell, II. p. 293 f.; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p.119. Consequently, 

1 Even thus /assew would be future indicative, not subjunctive (in opposition to 


Fritzsche’s criticism). See Bornemann, ad Xen. Apol. 16; Poppo, ad Cyrop. 
ii. 1. 18; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. p. 61. 5 D. 
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not merely the mercy in itself, but also the determination of 
those who should be its objects, is designated as a free act of 
God, resting on nothing except on His elective purpose, and 
affecting the persons according to it; for the emphasis lies in 
the relative clause on the repeated dy dy, as dy generally has 
its place after the emphatic word. 

Ver. 16. Paul now infers from this divine word the doctrine 
implied in it of the causality of the divine redemption. — ov 
tod Gérovres] sc. earth. Accordingly, therefore, it (the partici- 
pation in that which has just been designated in the divine 
utterance as éAcos and oixtippos) is not of him that wills, nor 
of him that runs, but of God who is merciful ; it depends not 
on the striving and urgent endeavour of man, but on the 
will of the merciful God.' The relation of the genitive is: 
penes. See Bernhardy, p. 165; Kiihner, II. 1, p. 316 f— 
tpéyewv, a figurative designation of strenuously active endeavour, 
borrowed originally from the competitive races (1 Cor. ix. 24). 
Comp. Gal. ii. 2, v. 7; Phil. ii. 16; also in the classical 
writers. Incorrectly, Reiche (following Locke and others) 
thinks that 0éXorvres was probably chosen with reference to the 
wish of Abraham to instal Ishmael, and of Isaac to instal 
Esau, in the heirship ; and rpéy. with reference to the fruitless 
running in of Esau from the chase (Theophylact understands it 
of his running off to the chase). For Paul, in fact, draws an 
inference with his dpa oty only from the divine utterance issued 
to Moses; and hence we are not even to conjecture, with van 
Hengel, a reference to Pharaoh’s hasty pursuit of the Israelites. 
Not on the runner himself depends the successful struggle 
for the prize (in opposition to Reiche’s objection), but he, 
whom God has chosen to obtain it, now on his part so runs 
that he does obtain it. Consequently the conception is, that 
man by his tpéye never meritoriously acquires the divine 
favour ; but, fulfilling the predetermination of God, he, in the 
power of the grace already received, demeans himself conform- 


'The proposition in the generality with which it is expressed forbids the 
assumption of a particular reference to Jsrael (Beyschlag), whose moral and reli- 
gious endeavour (ver. 81) hinders not the right of God’s world-ruling majesty to 
open the heart of the Gentiles for the gospel, and not that of the Jews. 
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ably to 2%; hence Paul, in another place, where the context 
suggests it, exhorts to the rpéyew (1 Cor. ix. 24). Beck’s 
opinion, that Géxev and tpéyew are here intended not in the 
moral sense, but metaphysically and juridically, is nothing but 
an exegetically groundless deviation from the simple and clear 
meaning of the words.— 7. €dcotyros Oeov] to be taken 
together. Had Paul intended +. éAcoivros as independent, and 
@cod as an apposition, he would have only weakened the 
antithetic emphasis by the very superfluously added Qcod (in 
opposition to Hofmann). 

Ver. 17. I'dp] Establishment of this doctrine e¢ contrario; as 
the inference of ver. 18 shows. — % ypddn] for in it God 
speaks; comp. Gal. iii. 8, 22. — r@ DSapaw] Paul has selected 
two very striking contemporaneous and historically connected 
examples, in ver. 15 of election, and here of rejection. The 
quotation is Ex. ix. 16, with a free and partly intentional 
variation from the LXX. — dre] does not form part of the 
declaration, but introduces it, as in ver. 12.— eis avro tovro] 
brings the meaning into stronger relief than the &vexey rovrov 
of the LXX.: for this very purpose (for nothing else). Comp. 
xii. 6; 2 Cor. v. 6, vii 11; Eph vi 22; Col iv. 8.— 
éEnyespd oe] The LXX. translates PHIM by SrernpyOns, we. 
vivus servatus es, and so far, leaving out of view the factitive 
form of the Hebrew word (to which, however, a reading of the 
LXX. attested in the Hexapla with Suerypnod ce corresponds), 
correctly in the historical connection (see Ex. ix. 15). Pawl, 
however, expands the special sense of that Hebrew word to 
denote the whole appearance of Pharaoh, of which general fact 
that particular one was a part; and he renders the word 
according to this general relation, which lies at the bottom of 


1 The counterpart of that tases is, namely, the divine hardening ; and if this 
likewise presents itself as dependent only on the divine determination of will,— 
as the language of Scripture to Pharaoh testifies, what is said in ver. 16 thus 
receives a farther scriptural confirmation from the correlative counterpart. 


Beyschlag also recognises a reasoning e contrario, but sees in Pharaoh the type 
of Israel, unto whom the gospel has not merely remained strange, but has tended 
to hardening. Thus in this type ‘‘the present exchange of réle between Israel 


and the Gentile world is illustrated in a terrible manner.” This change of réle 


is imported, 
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his view, and in reference to which the active form was 
important, by: I have raised thee up, that is, caused thee to 
emerge ; thy whole historical appearance has been brought about 
by me, in order that, etc. Comp. the current use of éyelpew 
in the N. T., as in Matt. xi. 11, xxiv. 11; John vii. 52, ée al. ; 
Ecclus. x. 4; 1 Macc. iit. 49; and the Hebrew O'P7. So, in 
substance, Theophylact (eis ro pécov Hyayov), Beza, Calvin, 
Piscator, Bengel, and various others, including Reiche, Olshau- 
sen, Riickert, Beck, Tholuck, Philippi; formerly also Hof- 
mann; comp. Beyschlag: “I have allowed thee to arise.” The 
interpretation: wvum te servavi (Vorstius, Hammond, Grotius, 
Wolf, and many, including Koppe, Morus, Bohme, Rosenmiiller, 
Nosselt, Klee, Reithmayr), explains the Hebrew, but not the 
expression of the apostle; for Jas. v. 15 ought not to have 
been appealed to, where the context demands the sense of 
“erigere de lecto graviter decumbentem.” Yet even now 
Hofmann compares Jas. v. 15, and explains accordingly: I 
have suffered thee to rise from sickness, But this would only be 
admissible, provided it were the sense of the original text, 
which was assumed by Paul as well known; the latter, how- 
ever, simply says: J allow thee to stand for the sake of, etc. 
(comp. Knobel, im loc.), with which also the LXX. agrees. 
Others explain: I have appointed thee to be king (Flatt, 
Benecke, Glockler). Others: I have stirred thee up for resist- 
ance (Augustine, Anselm, Kollner, de Wette, Fritzsche, Maier, 
Bisping, Lamping, comp. Umbreit), as éyeipew and éfeyelp. 
denote, in classical usage, to incite, both in a good and bad 
sense; comp. 2 Mace. xii 4; Hist. Sus. 45. But these 
special definitions of the sense make the apostle say some- 
thing so entirely different both from the original and from the 
LXX., that they must have been necessitated by the connec- 
tion. But this is not the case; not even in respect to the 
view of Augustine, etc., since in ver. 18 dv Se Oéret, oxrAnptver 
is not inferred from the verbal sense of é&ny. ce, but from the 
relation of the drs «.1.r. to the c&jyepd ce (cis adto rotro 
evinces this),—a relation which would presuppose a hardening 


'**Deus Pharaonem a se profectum dicit eique hanc impositam esse per- 
sonam.” 
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of Pharaoh on the part of God, and for the reader who is 
familiar with the history (Ex. iv. 21, vii. 3, xi 10, xiv. 4, 
et al.), actually presupposes it.— dims evdeif. «.7.r.] namely, 
by means of thy final overthrow ; not: by means of the leading 
out of Israel (Beyschlag), against which is dv col. — évdet.| 
may show, may cause to be recognised in thy case. Comp. 
iii, 25; Eph. ii 7; 1 Tim. i. 16.—8vvapw] LXX: ioyir. © 
With Paul not an intentional alteration, but another reading 
according to the Hexapla (in opposition to Philippi). — dayr. | 
might be thoroughly published. Comp. Luke ix. 60; Plat. 
Protag. p. 317 A; Pind. Nem. v. 6; Herodian, i. 15. 3, 
ii, 9. 1; Plutarch. Camill. 24.—-+16 Svopd pov] As naming 
Him who has shown Himself so mighty in the case of 
Pharaoh. For the opposite, see ii, 24; 1 Tim. vi 1.—e& 
mwaon TH yn| in the whole earth; a result, which in the later 
course of history (comp. Eusebius, praep. ev. ix. 29), especially 
was fulfilled in the dispersion of the Jews and the spread of 
Christianity, and continues to be fulfilled. The explanation: 
in the whole /and (van Hengel), is less in keeping with the 
tendency of the original text than the all-comprehensive des- 
tination of this great judgment of God. 

Ver. 18. Result from vv. 15-17. — oxdAnpiver] Opposite 
of ect, not merely negative like ov« édect (Bengel), but posi- 
tive: He hardens him, makes him thereby incapable of being 
a oxevos édéous (ver. 23). Such an one becomes oxAnpos te 
kat apetdotpodos (Plato, Crat. p. 407 D), oxr. nal dmeOrs 
(Plato, Locr. p. 104 C),in a moral respect." Comp. Acts xix. 9; 
Heb. iii. 8, 13, 15, iv. 7; oxdnpoxapdia, Matt. xix. 8; Mark 
xvi 14; Rom. ii. 5; see also Soph. 47. 1340, Trach. 1250; 
Lobeck, ad Aj. p. 384; from the O. T., Umbreit, d. Sunde, 
p. 113 ff Vv. 19 ff prove that all warping or alteration of 


' For an analogous pagan conception, comp. especially Euripides, in Lycurgns 
adv. Leocr. p. 198 (§ 92) : 
Srav yap bpyn Saisver PAdeeR vive, 
cove’ acd wparer Ladaipsiras Oprvey 
rev vous rev Leddy, sis 3k che sips epiwes 
eyvepeny, Tr’ sidH pendiv ay dmapraves, 
See also Ruhnken, ad Vell. Paterc. ii. 57, p. 265 ff 
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this sense of the word is erroneous; that the suggestion, ¢7., 
in Origen and several Fathers, in Grotius, Koppe, Flatt, Klee, 
Maier, and others, that only the divine permission is intended 
(comp. Melancthon: “ Indurat, i.e. sintt esse durum, nec con- 
vertit eum”), is erroneous; and equally erroneous is the inter- 
pretation duriter tractat (Carpzov, Semler, Cramer, Ernesti, 
Schulthess, Hxeg. Forsch. II. p. 136; comp. Beck, p. 75 f.), 
which is contrary to the signification of the word (also in the 
LXX. Job xxxix. 16"). Evidence to the same effect is supplied 
by the éwofold representation given of the hardening of Pharaoh 
in Exodus, where it appears partly as self-produced (vil. 15, 32, 
ix. 34; comp. 1 Sam. vi. 6), partly as effected by God (iv. 21, 
vii. 3, ix. 12, x. 20, 27, xi. 10). Of these two ways of re- 
garding the matter, however, Paul, suitably to his object, has 
expressly adopted the latter; Pharaoh hardened by God is to 
him the type of all who obstinately withstand the divine 
counsel of salvation, as Israel does. In opposition to Beck’s 
evasive expedients, see Lamping. On the hardening itself 
Olshausen remarks:—(1) That it presupposes already the 
beginnings of evil. But this is at variance with dy Oére and 
éx Tov avTov dupdparos, ver. 21. (2) That it is not an aggra- 
vation of sin, but a means of preventing its aggravation. But 
Pharaoh’s history is against this. (3) That the total hardening 
is an expression of simple penal justice, when sin has become 
sin against the Holy Ghost. But in that case there could be 
no mention of a dy 6éxe. The clear and simple sense of the 
apostle is, that it depends on the free determination of God’s 
will whether to bless with His saving mercy, or, on the other 
hand, to put into that spiritual condition, in which a man 
can be no object of His saving mercy (but rather of His dpyy 
only). Accordingly, the will of God is here the absolute will, 
which is only in the €dec? a will of grace, and not also in the 
oxAnpuves (in opposition to Th. Schott). Of the style and 


1 In Job, 1.c., &esexaspors, LXX., is said of the ostrich, which renders hard, 
i.e. makes hardy, its young ones. Comp. Leon. Tarent. 11; Athen. I. p. 24D; 
Theophr. C. pl. iii. 16. 2, v. 15. 6. Such is also the meaning of dwerxanpéw. 
The sense of the original (MP) is not decisive. The LXX. has understood it 
a8 awienanp, Comp. Lamping, p. 188 f. 
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manner in which the older dogmatic interpreters have here 
introduced qualifying clauses in the interests of opposition 
to absolute predestination, the development of the matter by 
Calovius may serve as an example. He maintains, that when 
it is said that God hardens, this is not to be taken evepyntixds 
or effective, but (1) cuyywpntixds, propter permissionem ; (2) 
adopyntixas, propter occasionem, quam ex iis, quae Deus agit, 
sumunt reprobi; (3) éyxaraneurrexas, ob desertionem, quod 
gratia sua deserat reprobos; (4) aapadorucas, ob traditionem in 
sensum reprobum et in ulteriorem Satanae potestatem. But 
Philippi’s suggestion of the immanent Jaw which the divine 
freedom carries within itself,—according to which God will have 
mercy upon him who acknowledges His right to have mercy on 
whom He will, and to harden whom He will; and will harden 
him who denies to Him this right,—will only then come into 
consideration by the side of what Paul here says, when (see 
remarks after ver. 33) we are in a position to judge of the rela- 
tion of our passage and the connection that follows it to the 
moral self-determination of man, which the apostle teaches else- 
where; seeing that no further guiding hint is here given by Paul, 
and, moreover, that immanent law of the divine freedom, as 
Philippi himself frankly recognises, is noé at all here expressed. 
For now the apostle has been most sedulously and exclusively 
urging nothing but the complete independence of the divine 
Willing in édeciy and oxAnpivew, which the Form. Cone. p. 821 
does not duly attend to, when it maintains that Paul desired to 
represent the hardening of Pharaoh as an example of divine 
penal justice. Not “ut eo ipso Dei justitiam declararet,” has 
Paul adduced this example, although it falls historically under 
this point of view, but as a proof of the completely free sel/-de- 
termination of God to harden whom He will. Accordingly, the 
hardening here appears by no means, as has been lately read 
between the lines, “as a consequence of preceding conceited self- 
righteousness” (Tholuck), or “such as the man himself has willed 


1 Observe that in é» éias: the emphasis falls on iAs:, not—as in ver. 15, where 
&v was added—on %, In the second clause this emphatic 4» éias is then repeated, 
on which occasion 3% (again, on the other hand) brings out the corresponding 
symmetry of the relative definition on both sides (Hartung, Partik. I. p. 168 f.). 
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at” (Th. Schott), or conditioned by the divine standard of 
holiness confronting human sin (Weiss), or with an obvious 
presupposition of human self-determination (Beyschlag). Else- 
where the hardening may be adjudged as a punishment by God 
(Isa. vi. 9 ff.; Ps. lxix. 28; see Umbreit, p. 310 f.), but not so 
here. The will of God, which in truth can be no arbitrary plea- 
sure, is no doubt holy and just ; but it is not here apprehended 
and set forth under this point of view and from this side, but 
in reference to its independence of all human assistance, conse- 
quently in accordance with its absolute aseitas, which is to be 
retained in its clear precision and without any qualifying 
clause to the words dy Oédex édrccz! and must not be obscured 
by ideas of mediate agency that are here foreign. 

Vv. 19-21. Third part of the Theodicée: But man is not 
entitled to dispute with God, why He should stil find fault. 
For his relation to God 78 as that of the thing formed to ts 
former, or of the vessel to the potter, who has power to fashion out 
of a single lump vessels to honour and dishonowr. 

Ver. 19. An objection supposed by the apostle (comp. xi. 19) 
which might be raised against ver. 18, not merely by a Jew, 
but generally. — odv] in pursuance of the dy Se Oérer oxAnpdver. 
— ért] logical, as in iii. 7, and frequently: If He hardens out 
of His own determination of will, why does He stul find fault ? 
That fact surely takes away all warrant from the reproaches 
which God makes against hardened sinners, since they have . 
been hardened by the divine will itself, to which no one 
yet offers opposition (with success).—7@ yap Sovd. «.7.d.] 
ground assigned for the question, ti ére péuh. — dvOéornxe] 
Who withstands? whereby, concretely, the irresistibility of 
the divine decree is set forth. The divine decree is exalted 
above any one’s opposition. According to the present opinion 
of Hofmann (it was otherwise in the Schriftbew. I. p. 246 f.), 
the opponent wishes to establish that, if the words dy Gére, 


’ Hofmann rightly remarks : the sasz is designated as an act, whose object 
one is in virlue of the fact, that God wills to make him its object. Just so it 
stands with the ¢xanpives, by which God fulfils His own will in the person con- 
cerned, without having his action and character as a ground of determination 
in the matter. 
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oxdnpbves be correct, no one may offer opposition to that which 
God wills and therefore God can in no one have anything to 
censure, But thus the thought of the question ris avOéornxe 
would be one so irrational and impious (as though, forsooth, 
no sinner would be opposed to God), that Paul would not even 
have had ground or warrant to have invented it as an objec- 
tion. That question is not impious, but tragic, the expres- 
sion of human weakness in presence of the divine decree 
of hardening. — On the classical SovAnua (more frequently 
Botnenpa), the thing willed, .e. captwm consilium (only here in 
Paul), see van Hengel, Lobeck, ad 4j. 44. Comp., as to the 
distinction between BovAopas and GéAw (Eph. i. 11), on Matt. 
i, 19. 

Ver. 20. Mevotvye] Imo vero, here not without irony: Yea 
verily, O man (ii. 1), who art thou (quantulus es) who repliest 
against God? See on Luke xi. 28; also Ast, Lex. Plat. II. 
p. 303. On od ré ef, comp. xiv. 4; Plato, Gorg. p. 452 B: 
av 5¢... ths el, @ GvOpwre ; Paul does not give a refutation 
of the ri éte wéud., but he repudiates the question as wn- 
warranted ; “abrumpit quaestionem ” (Melancthon), and that 
wholly from the standpoint of the entirely unlimited divine 
omnipotence, on which he has placed himself in the whole of 
the present connection, and consistently with that standpoint. 
— 6 avraroxpwv.] For in ri ére .. . avOéor. there is contained 
an oppositional reply, namely, to God's finding fault, not to the 
saying of Scripture, ver. 17 (Hofmann), which the apostle’s 
present train of thought has already left behind. On the 
expression, comp. Luke xiv. 6; Judg. v. 29; Job xvi. 8, 
xxxii. 12. The word is not found in the Greek writers, But 
avratroxpivecGat, says Paul, as little belongs to man against 
God, as to the thing formed belongs the question addressed to 
its former: Why hast thou made me thus (as I am)? This 
comparison is logically correct (in opposition to Usteri, Lehrbegr. 


1 The general expression ‘‘ opposition” [Widerpart) does not correspond with 
sufficient definiteness +o the notion of ds4ieenxs, since the latter everywhere sig- 
nifies the real and active resistere. So also in Paul (xiii. 2; Gal. ii. 11; Eph. 
vi. 18). Comp. Soph. Fragm. 284; Dindorf : wpés cay dvatyany ob3 “Apns dvbicraras, 
Plato, Symp. p. 196 D. 
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p. 269), since the tertiwm comparationis generally is the con- 
stituting of the quality. As the moulder produces the quality 
of the vessel formed by him according to his own free will, so 
God constitutes the moral quality (fitted for blessedness or not 
so) of men as He will. Only when it is maintained that the 
comparison with the thing formed must properly refer only to 
the first formation of men, and not to the subsequent ethical 
moulding of those created (as in Pharaoh’s case, whom God 
hardened), can its logical correctness be denied. But Paul 
wrote in a popular form, and it is to do him injustice to press 
his simile more than he himself, judging by the tenor of the 
entire connection, would have it pressed. Gléckler (following 
Pareus) finds in pt) dpe? «7.A. and ver. 21 an argumentatio a 
minore ad majus: “If not even in the case of an effigy can 
such a question be addressed to its former, how much less 
can man, etc.” But this also is to be quite laid aside, and we 
must simply abide by the conception of a simile, since that 
question on the part of the thing formed cannot certainly be 
conceived as really taking place, and since the simile itself is 
of so frequent occurrence in the O. T., that Paul has doubtless 
employed it by way of reminiscence from that source. See Isa. 
xxix. 16, xlv. 9; Jer. xviii. 6; Wisd. xv. 7; Ecclus, xxxvi. 
13. Vv. 21-23 also show that Paul sets forth God Himself 
under the image of the potter. According to Hofmann, the 
sense of the question resolves itself into a complaint over the 
destiny, for which the creature 1s created by God. But the con- 
textual notion of roety is not that of creation, but that of 
preparation, adjustment (vv. 21, 22), correlative to the making 
of the potter, who does not create his vessels, but forms and 
fashions (racavtt) them thus or thus; and ovrws simply 
specifies the mode of the making: in such shape, in such a kind 
of way, that I have no¢ issued from thy hands as one of another 
mould. Comp. Winer, p. 434 [E. T. 584] It is the tpomos 
of the zrovety, which presents itself in the result. 

Ver. 21. “H] The sense, without an interrogation, is: Unless 
perhaps the potter should not have power over his clay (rov awrnnov), 
to make (arounoat, the infinitive of more precise definition), etc. 
Comp. Wisd. xv. 7. — é« rod avtod dupdy.] The pana (comp. 

ROM. IL 
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on xi 16; 1 Cor. v. 6) is the lump of the wos, mixed with 
water and kneaded, out of which the potter makes the different 
vessels. In the application of the simile, the same lwmp denotes 
human nature in and by itself, as it is alike in all with its 
opposite moral capabilities and dispositions; but not yet con- 
ceived of in its definite individual moral stamp. Out of this, 
like the potter out of the clay-dough which is susceptible of 
various moulding, God—who does not merely “allow to come 
into being” the different moral quality of individuals, in order 
then to fulfil on them the édeety or oxAnp¥vew which He will 
(Hofmann), but effectively produces it—makes partly such as 
are destined to stand in honour (namely, as partakers of the 
Messianic glory), partly such as are to stand in dishonour 
(namely, through the eternal dmrwAea). Comp. vv. 22, 23. 
See also 2 Tim. ii. 20, 21. The former is the effect of His 
é\cety, as in the case of Moses; the latter that of His oxAn- 
puvew, as in the case of Pharaoh. Much too general and ration- 
alizing, in opposition to the text, is van Hengel’s view, that 
the figure refers generally to the “ inexplicabiles divint rerwm 
humanarum regyminis rationes ;” and Beyschlag’s view amounts 
to the same thing: “ out of the material of the human race (?) 
which is at His disposal as it continues to come into existence, 
to stamp individuals with this or that historical destination” (2). 
— eis tyunv] This is the destination of the vessel ; it is either 
to be honowred, so that it has ryujp (as eg. a sacred vase), or is 
to experience the opposite, so that arsula cleaves to it (as eg. 
an utensil destined to foul use). — Observe the purposely- 
chosen arrangement of the words: the juxtaposition of ovx« éxes 
(or lacks), the juxtaposition of 6 xepapeds Tod andod (although 
Tov 17x. belongs to é£ove.; comp. Buttmann, news. Gr. p. 332), 
and the prefixing of es reuny. 

Vv. 22-29. Fourth part of the Theodicée: God, full of 
long-suffering, has borne with vessels of wrath, in order withal 
to make known His glory on vessels of mercy, as which He has 


1 This massa is by Augustine onesidedly viewed as ‘‘ peccato originals infecta, 
corrupta, damnationique obnozia,” so that then the vessels s/s rv are those 


which asswmuntur in gratiam, and the vessels sis &esia» those which ad luendum 
debitum relinquuntur. 
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also called us Christians both out of the Jews and out of the 
Gentiles, Comp. on vv. 22, 23; Wisd. xii. 20, 21. These 
two kinds of oxevn are necessarily the same as those meant in 
ver. 21 (in opposition to Weiss, p. 66 f, and bbl. Theol. p. 
383). This is shown by the retention of oxevn, as well as by 
the attributes xarnpricpéva and & mrponroizacey corresponding 
to the rosjoat of ver. 21, just as eis airmdetay aptly corre- 
sponds to the eis ariulay, and eés Sdéay to the eis rus, ver. 
21. The former vessels as xarnpticpéva es amw@deay are 
necessarily oxevn opyis, for the divine opyy and dame are 
correlates, which suppose one another. But the guilt, which 
is supposed by the notion of opyy, is, in the entirely consistent 
connection of our passage, presented——by the xataprifew 
which precedes the guilt, and in virtue of which God has made 
them such as they are and not otherwise—as the consequence 
of the moral development conditioned by this previous pre- 
paration. Weiss fails to recognise the onesidedness of the 
mode of view here necessarily intended and boldly carried out 
by the apostle, which will not, moreover, bear the attempts of 
Hofmann to explain it away, or those of Beyschlag to twist 
the notion; the latter least of all, on the subjective ground 
that the strictly understood notion of oxevn opis is incapable 
of fulfilment, which at the absolute standpoint of the text it 
18 not. 

Ver. 22 £ forms a conditional interrogative sentence, the 
apodosis of which is not expressed, but is gathered from the 
context, viz.: Wilt thow still be able to venture the dvraro- 
xplvecbat T@ Oew of ver. 20 £2? Must thou not utterly be- 
come dumb with thy replies? Comp. on John vi 61; Acts 
xxii 9; Luke xix. 41: see also Calvin and Calovius, 7 loc. ; 
Fritzsche, Conject. p. 30; Hartung, Partikell. IL p. 212; 
Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. p. 297. This aposiopesis with et Se 
corresponds perfectly to our: but how if, etc. It is to be 
translated: “ But how tf God, although minded to manifest His 
wrath and to make known His power, has endured with much 
long-suffering vessels of wrath, which are nevertheless adjusted 
for destruction, in order also to make known the riches of Hs 
glory on vessels of mercy, which He has prepared beforehand for 
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glory?”  Paraphrased, the sense is: “ But if God, notwithstand- 
ing that His holy will disposes Him not to leave unmanifested 
His wrath and His power, but practically to make them known, 
has nevertheless hitherto, full of long-suffering, endured such as 
are objects oy His wrath, and spared them from the destruction, 
to incur which they are nevertheless constituted and fitted like a 
vessel by the potter—endured them and spared them not merely 
as a proof of such great long-suffering towards them, but 
also with the purpose in mew of making known, during the 
period of this forbearance, the fulness of His glorious perfection 
an respect to such as are objects of His mercy, whom He, as the 
potter fashions a vessel, has prepared beforehand, and put in 
order for eternal glory,—how, in presence of that self-denying 
long-suffering of God towards vessels of wrath, and in presence 
of this gracious purpose, which He withal, at the same time, 
cherishes towards the vessels of mercy, must any desire to dis- 
pute with God completely depart from thee !”—In detaid the 
following points are to be observed: dé is neither equivalent 
to ovv, nor resumptive, but the simple peraSarecov, making the 
transition to something further, namely, from the previous dis- 
missal of the objector to the refutation which puts him to 
shame. Tholuck (comp. also Weiss, Reithmayr, and others) 
takes it antithetically, so that the sequence of thought would 
be: “I assert this as God’s absolute rfght against you, if you 
choose to take your stand on the point of right; but how if 
God has not so much as even dealt thus, etc.?” But such an inter- 
pretation, which would require the contrast to be much more 
strongly marked than by the mere 6¢, is at variance with the 
retention in the sequel of the figurative oxevn and their pre- 
paredness ; because it is thence evident, that what Paul had 
previously said concerning the freedom of God to prepare men 
of different character and destiny like potters’ vessels, he by no 
means intended to cancel, as if God had not thus dealt. Oédav 
is, with Fritzsche, Philippi, Lamping, and several others, to be 
resolved by although, because only thus is there yielded the logi- 

" Hofmann asserts, with singular dogmatism, that the metabatic 3: (Hartung, 


I. p. 165) is not fitted to introduce the transition to a stronger reply. Why 
not? It introduces a new point (Baeumlein, p. 90). 
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cally correct preparation for the notion of zroAA7 paxpoOupia, 
which is a self-denying one; the Oérew evderEacOar «7.2. is the 
constant essential characteristic of the holy God, and yet He has 
borne, etc. The analysis: because God willed (so most, including 
de Wette, Riickert, van Hengel), yields the sense that God 
has, in order thereupon to issue all the more evident a penal 
judgment, endured patiently, etc.; but this would not amount 
to a WoAAn paxpoOvpia, but in fact to a delay occasioned by an 
ungodlike motive, and having in view the heaping up of wrath. 
Unworthy of God, and only rendered possible by the importa- 
tion of parenthetical thoughts, is the sense which Hofmann 
educes: God has not so borne with those men, that He would 
Jirst see how tt would be with them, in order then to deal with 
them accordingly ; but He has done so with the will already 
withal firmly setiled, to prove, etc. That negative and this 
already firm settlement of will are read between the lines. — 
@édwr is placed at the head of the sentence, in order by con- 
trast the more forcibly to prepare the mind for the notion for 
which it is intended to prepare, that of the paxpoOuyla. To 
Suvaréy avrod is what is possible to Him, what He is in a posi- 
tion to do. Comp. viii. 3, 7d ddvvarov tod vouov. Xen. Hell. 
i, 4. 13, rod Tis woXews Suvarov. As to the matter itself, see 
3 Mace. 11. 6. The aorist jveyeey does not refer to the long 
forbearance with Pharaoh (Chrysostom, de Wette, and most) ; 
the reference to him has been already concluded with ver. 18 ; 
but°Paul intends generally the time hitherto (which will in 
like manner run on under this divine long-suffering up to 
the Parousia), when God has still restrained the will of 
His holiness, and has not yet accomplished the destruction 
of the objects of His wrath, which He will do for the first 
time in judgment. The cxevn dpyys, without the article, 
vessels of wrath, denotes not some, but such oxevn generally, 
qualitatwely understood, namely, vessels which are prepared 
(ver. 20 f.) to experience God’s wrath on themselves, to be 
the objects of it. The effect of this wrath, which will go 


' And that so that both kinds of vessels exist among Jews and Gentiles (see 
ver. 24); in opposition to van Hengel, who thinks that the vessels of wrath 
represent only the Jewish people; comp. also Weiss and others. 
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forth at the judgment, is everlasting destruction ;' hence «arnpr. 
eis amrwnr., adjusted for destruction (not “ripe for destruction,” 
as Weiss and Hofmann explain), serves to bring the paxpoOupia 
into still clearer relief, which is not that which wazts for the 
self-decision of human freedom (Beyschlag), especially for amend- 
ment (in opposition to Bengel, Tholuck, and others), but that 
which delays the penal judgment (comp. on Luke xviii. 7), the 
prolongatio irae, Jer. xv. 15, e¢ al. The passage ii 4 f. is no 
protest against this view, since the apostle does not there, as 
in the present passage, place himself at the standpoint of the 
absolute divine will The subject who has adjusted those 
concerned for a7@Neca is God ;? and any saving clause whereby 
the passive sense is made to disappear, or the passive ex- 
pression—which, after ver. 20 f.,, not even a certain refinement 
of piety is to be suggested as underlying—is made to yield 
the sense that they had adjusted themselves for destruction, 
or had deserved it (see Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, 
Theophylact, Grotius, Calovius, Bengel, and many; also Steu- 
del, Olshausen, Reithmayr, Beck, Hofmann, and Krummacher), 
is opposed to the literal meaning and to the context (ver. 21). 
See also Lamping, p. 213. Hofmann’s interpretation espe- 
cially: “who had advanced to that point, and found them- 
selves therein,” is wrecked on his incorrect explanation of 
tl pe érroinoas ottws, ver. 20. In «at iva x.7.r., Kai is also, 
antroducing, in addition to the object involved in the pre- 
vious €v voAAH paxpoOuula, that accessory object which God 
had in view in enduring the vessels of wrath in reference to 
vessels of mercy (the use of the genit. édéovs corresponds to 
that of dpryfs, ver. 22). Besides His great long-suffering 
towards those, He would also make known how rich in glory 
He was towards these. For had He not so patiently tolerated 


1 Hahn, Theol. d. N. T. I. p. 166 f£., erroneously refers the épy# and the 
a&werue to time, a8 opposed to eternity. The employment of sis 3s%«» in contrast 
is decisive against this view. Comp. Ritschl, De ira Dei, p. 15. This remark 
also applies against Beyschlag, p. 57, who thinks that I change notions pertain- 
ing to the history of God’s kingdom into abstract dogmatic ones. As though the 
everlasting &v#Asa and the everlasting 3é%« were not precisely the tssues of that 
kingdom's history ! 

* Comp. also Estius and Lechler, apost. Zeit. p. 128. 
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the oxevn opyijs, but already caused the penal judgment to set 
in upon them (which is to be thought of as setting in along 
with the Parousia, not antecedently to this, like the destruction 
of Jerusalem), He would have had no space in which to make 
known His glory on oxeveow édéovs. But this purpose was 
to be served exactly by that long period of forbearance, during 
which such oxevn as were prepared beforehand by God for 
eternal Sofa should through their calling (ver. 24) be led to 
Christ, and thereby the fulness of the divine glory should be 
made known in respect to them; which making known is matter 
of fact (Eph. iii. 10). In ris 80£. adrod, the context directs us 
to think of the divine majesty in relation to its beneficent 
glory, its glory in the bestowal of blessing ; but «is Sofay, as 
the opposite of eis ar@X., denotes the everlasting Messianic 
glory (viii. 21, 30). The verbs érocwafew and karaprifew are 
not as different from one another as existence (Dasein) is from 
mode of existence (Sosein),—an assertion of Hofmann’s as in- 
correct as it is devoid of proof,—but érouwdfery also denotes to 
constitute qualitatively, to prepare in the corresponding quality 
(1 Cor. ii 9; Eph. it 10; Philem. 22; Matt. nz 3; Luke 
i, 17, it 31; John xiv. 2, & al.). Comp. here especially 
2 Tim. ii. 21. Against such an error the well-known reflexive 
use of érouatew éavrov (Rev. viii. 6, xix. 7) should have 
warned him, as well as the equivalent use of the middle 
(1 Mace. v. 11, xii. 27, and very frequently in the classics). It 
is solely with a view to variety and illustration that Paul uses 
for the same notion the two verbs, of which Hofmann rationalizes 
the érowafew to mean: “that it is God who has caused those 
who attain to glory to come into being for the end of possessing 
the glory, to which they thereupon attain by the fact that 
He pours forth His own upon them.” Nor is there anything 
peculiar to be sought behind the change from passive to 
active; the transition to the active was more readily suggested 
by the thought of the activity of love. The apo in mpontolyacey 
is not to be disregarded (see on Eph. ii 10); nor is it to be 
referred to the time before birth, nor to the aeterna electio (the 
latter is the act of God, which before time preceded the praepa- 
rat); but to the fact that God has so previously fashioned 
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the oxevn édéovs, before He makes known His glory on them 
(just as the potter fashions the vessel), that is, has con- 
stituted in them that ethical personality, which corresponds to 
their destination to obtain eternal Sofa through Christ. In és 
the act of making known is contemplated as extending over the 
men, who are its objects. If, with Beza and Fritzsche (Conject. 
p. 29; not abandoned in his Comment. p. 343 f£,, but placed 
alongside of the ordinary mode of connection), we should make 
cat iva yvwpion x... dependent, if not simply on «arypric- 
péva (Riickert), yet on xarnpr. eis amwdevay (so also Bey- 
schlag), in which case «at would have to be taken most 
simply as and, the entire balance of the discourse would 
be deranged, inasmuch as the important thought «al iva 
yvopion x.7.r., on which the whole sequel depends, would be 
subordinated to a mere secondary definition. The centre of 
gravity of the argument lies in the bearing with the vessels of 
wrath on the part of the divine long-suffering ; and thereof in 
ver. 23 there is brought forward an explanation glorifying God, 
which is added in respect to the axevn édéous.? The connection 
above referred to would also certainly yield a severity of 
thought, a rigour of telic view, which, granting all the boldness 
of deduction with which Paul follows out the idea of predesti- 
nation, yet finds nothing further in accord with it in the whole 
treatise ; the thought, namely, that God has made ready the 
oxevn opyis for destruction, in order, through the effect of the 
contrast, the more fully to make known His glory in the 


'Thus the wperemdluy, to prepare beforehand, is to be understood accord- 
ing to the context (vv. 21, 22), in the real sense, therefore, of actual con- 
stituling, as previously xaenpe., and not in the sense of the mere predesti- 
nation in the divine counsel (Philippi), to which also the explanation of 
Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 40, amounts, who represents God as having eternally 
before Him ‘‘the whole future state of the facts as to the decision” of the sub- 
jects, and dealing accordingly. Comp. Matt. xxv. 34, 41; 2 Tim. ii. 21; Eph. 
ii, 10. 

? Beyschlag incorrectly objects, that thus the notion of long-suffering is de- 
prived of its value; for it is no more such, if it is exercised not for the sake 
of its objects, but for the love of others. This does not take account of the 
fact that Paul has certainly expressed with sufficient definiteness, by his xas 
before %va, that he is speaking only of an aim which subsisted along with others, 
not of that which took place alone. 

3 Beyschlag here pushes to the utmost his explanation from the history of 
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oxevect édéous. —It is further to be remarked, (1) That the 
interrogative conditional sentence forming an aposiopesis termt- 
nates with ver. 23, and is not (with Fritzsche) to be extended to 
ver. 24, since all that follows from ver. 25 onward belongs to 
the topic started in ver. 24. (2) That we are not, following 
Reithmayr and older commentators with Philippi,’ to supply a 
second et between xal and iva in ver. 23, and to assume that 
Paul had intended at the close of ver. 23 to say éxddecey 
avrovs, but that he at once directed his glance at the concretes, 
and therefore wrote ois xal éxadecev ds instead of éxarecev 
airrovs. Thereby a rambling and confusion in the present- 
ing of his thoughts is, quite unnecessarily, imputed to the 
apostle, which would be very glaring, particularly in a 
dialectic passage so stamped throughout with clearness, defi- 
niteness, and precision as the present. Similarly, but still 
more confusedly, Tholuck. The language in vv. 22, 23 is 
condensed and rich in thought, but runs on according to 
plan and rule in its form. (3) The apodosis (which on our 
understanding is not expressed) is not to be found in ver. 23, 
because this would only be possible by arbitrarily supplying 
hoc fecit, or the whole preceding chief sentence. So Ewald: 


God’s kingdom, in order to obtain the very opposite of this rigour: ‘‘ If God now 
drives the Jewish people through hardening towards destruction, He does cer- 
tainly no more towards them than what they have richly deserved ({) ; but, at the 
same time, by breaking the brittle shell of Judaism, in which the gospel has 
germinated (?), He turns the same to account for the unfettered adoption of the 
Gentile world, and brings in, along with the day of judgment (?) on Israel, the 
day likewise (?) of the glorification of the community chosen (?) by Him out 
of all the world.” This is consistent interpolation, with an elastic interpreta- 
tion of the strict notions conveyed by the words. 

1 In regard to my explanation, Philippi stumbles especially at the fact that 
Paul has not written i! wAsiova exsvn idievs. But the apostle has in truth 
the two kinds of ¢xsén in view solely according to their quality; the opposition 
thought of by him is purely qualitative; a numerical comparison did not concern 
him. Had God not been so long-suffering towards vessels of wrath, He would 
not have been able to make known how rich in glory He was towards men of an 
opposite sort—towards vessels of grace. The reflection is not concerned with how 
many of one and the other class were in reality extant; but with the fact that 
God, with His long-suffering exercised in spite of His holy will towards the 
first category, had purposed at the same time the making known of His 3é%« 
respecting the second category. Philippi’s doubt, still expressed in the third 
edition, touches Fritzsche’s exposition, but hardly mine. 
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“so He did that also, in order that He might make known, on 
the other hand, the riches of His glory, etc.;” so also Th. Schott 
and Hofmann. — With our explanation agree substantially 
Calvin, Grotius, and several others; including Winer, p. 530 
[E. T. 713]; Baur, in the Theol. Jahrb. 1857, p. 200; Lamp- 
ing and van Hengel, whilst Umbreit educes something which 
has no existence in the passage, as though it ran: ef 5é &crey 
0 @eds... GAN Hveyxev x.t.X. (He has, on the contrary, en- 
dured, etc.) 

Ver. 24. Not a confirmation of the design of the divine 
endurance expressed in ver. 23 (Hofmann), but as the con- 
tinuation of the relative construction most readily suggests, 
the concrete more precise designation of those intended by oxevn 
édéous, and that for the confirmation of what was said of them 
by & apontolyacey cis Sofav. The «ai denotes what is added 
to this mponrtoip. é. 5.: as which oxevn He has also called us to 
this glory of the Messianic kingdom. — ods] attracted by pas 
into the same gender. See Bernhardy, p. 302; Winer, p. 156 £ 
[E. T. 207]. The relative after an interrogative sentence has 
the emphasis of an obros ydp (Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 2. 64); 
but the masculine is first introduced here, not in the preceding 
relative sentence (against Hofmann's objection), because the 
neuter expression & mpontoip. was required by the conformity 
with the correlate xatnpricpéva.— ov povov x.t.r.] Therefore 
without preference of the Jews. “Judaeus credens non est 
eo ipso vocatus, quod Judaeus est, sed vocatus est ex Judaeis,” 
Bengel. 

Ver. 25. Of the wal é& é6vav' it is shown that it is in 
accordance with (as) a divine prophetic utterance. The é& 
’Iovdaiwv required no confirmation from prophecy; but the 

1 According to Hofmann (comp. his Weissag. «. Hrf. II. p. 215, and Schrift- 
bew. I. p. 251), Paul has referred the quotation to the Jewish people, in so far, 
namely, as it was called out of free grace, according to which the bestowal of 
grace promised by Scripture appears as an act of God not founded on the condi- 
tion of the subjects. But this after the immediately preceding 402d xal if 
ifvey is quite inadmissible, as it is also forbidden by the transition to Jsrael, 
which first appears in ver. 27. Very rashly, Hofmann terms the establishing of 
the typically prophetic reference to the Gentiles an ‘‘idle talk.” Comp. 1 Pet. it 


10, with Wiesinger and Huther thereon. See also on x. 20. The simply correct 
view is already given by Chrysostom. 
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other statement required it the more, inasmuch as it was exactly 
the Gentiles who had become believing that had been intro- 
duced as oxevn édéous, in place of the Jews who had remained 
unbelieving. — év rg ‘Qo.| in libro Hoseae: comp. Mark i. 2; 
John vi. 45; Acts vii. 42. The passage Hos. ii. 25 (the cita- 
tion varies both from the LXX. and the original text) treats of 
the idolatrous people of the ten tribes, to whom God announces 
pardon and renewed adoption as the people of God. The 
apostle recognises in this pardon the type of the reception of the 
Gentiles to salvation, and consequently, as its prophetically Mes- 
siantc sense, a prediction of the calling of the Gentiles ; and 
from this point of view, which has its warrant in the likeness 
of category to which the subjects belong (comp. Hengstenberg, 
Christol. L. p. 251), he has also introduced the deviations from 
the words of the original and of the LXX., transposing the two 
parallel sentences, and rendering the thought é¢po r@ ov Aaw 
pou «7.4, (LXX.) by xadéow «rr, because the divine xAjous 
of the Gentiles loomed before him as the Messianic fulfilment 
of the saying. Yet we are not thereby justified in under- 
standing xadéow and xd\nOncovras, ver. 26, immediately in the 
sense of vocation (Fritzsche); for xadew twd tt, to call any 
one to something, is without linguistic warrant, and the de- 
parture thus assumed from the original and from the LXX. 
would be unnecessary, and would amount to a mechanical pro- 
ceeding. On the contrary, xadeiy is to be left in its ordinary 
signification to name (comp. Hos. i. 6); the divine naming, 
however, as “my people, my beloved,” of which the Gentiles 
were previously the very opposite, is in point of fact none 
other than just their calling to Messtanic salvation, in conse- 
quence of which they are then named also from the human side 
viol Geod Gavros (ver. 26), and are therewith recognised accord- 
ing to the theocratic status which they have obtained. The vivid 
thought laid held of the expression xadéow the more readily, 
since in this word to call and to name form a single notion. 
Accordingly we must translate: J will name that which is not 
my people, my people; and her who 28 not beloved, beloved. Both 
expressions refer in the original to the significant names of a 
son (‘DY N?) and of a daughter ("2M N?) of the prophet, which 
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he had been directed to give them as symbolically significant 
of the rejection of the people, Hos. 1. 6~9.—On the ov standing 
beside the noun with the article, where the denial refers to a 
concrete definite subject, see Baeumlein, Partik. p. 276. 

Ver. 26. Hos. ii. 1 (almost literally from the LXX.,i 10) 
is joined to the former passage, so that both are regarded as 
forming one connected declaration. Often so in Rabbinical 
usage, even when the passages belong to different writers. 
See Surenhusius, xaraAnr., p. 464. 45. — wai Eras] MN, and 
at (the following) will come to pass, Comp. Acts ii. 21. These 
words are included in those of the prophecy (see also the LXX.), 
and therefore a colon is not to be placed after xa/, as though 
they were the apostle’s (Hofmann and others)—These words 
also treat, in Hosea himself, of the theocratic restoration of the 
exiled people of the kingdom of Ephraim, so that év r@ ror 
ov' denotes Palestine, whither the outcasts were to return (not 
the place of exile, as Hengstenberg, I p. 248, and others 
think). But Paul recognises the antitypic fulfilment, as before 
at ver. 25, in the calling of the Gentiles, who, previously desig- 
nated by God as not His people, decome now, in consequence of 
the divine calling, sons of the living (true) God. See on ver. 25. 
But in this sense of Messianic fulfilment, according to Paul, 
the rorros ob éppéOn adrots «.7.r. cannot be Palestine, as it is 
in the historical sense of the prophet; nor yet is it “the com- 
munion of saints” (de Wette, comp. Baumgarten-Crusius: “ the 
ideal state, the divine kingdom”), nor the “ coetus Christianorum, 
ubi diu dubitatum est, an recte gentiles reciperentur” (Fritzsche) ; 
but simply—and this is also the ordinary explanation—the 
locality of the Gentiles, the Gentile lands. There, where they 
dwelt, there they, called by God to the salvation of the Messiah, 
were now named sons of the true God; and there, too, it had 
been before said to them: Ye are not my people! im so far, 
namely, as this utterance of rejection was the utterance of God, 
which, published to the Gentiles, is conceived, in the plastic 
spirit of poetry, as resounding in all Gentile lands. To suppose 
the locality without signijicance (Krehl), is inconsistent with its 

1 For analogous examples of ed after bv ¢. créer, see Bornemann, Schol. in 
Lue. p. 182. 
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being so carefully designated. And to take ey t@ tom oi, 
with Ewald, not in a local sense at all, but in that of instead 
that, even if it agree with the Hebrew (comp. Hitzig), can- 
not be made to agree with the Greek words. The LXX. 
understood and translated Ws bipp3 locally, and rightly so. 
Vv. 27, 28. If Paul has, in vv. 25, 26, shown dAda xa) é€£ 
€@va@v to be based on prophecy, he now begins, seeing that 
the accepted Gentiles have taken the place of the excluded 
Jews, also to adduce prophetical evidence of the exclusion of 
the greater part of Israel.— 5é] leads over to another prophet,’ 
who prophesies something further, and that concerning Jsrael : 
“ But Esaias cries respecting Israel, etc.” — xpater] Of the loud 
crying, and therewith peculiarly impassioned, profoundly moved, 
and urgent call of the speaker, comp. Acts xxiii. 6, xxiv. 21; 
John vii. 28, 37, xii. 44, i 15. — drép] Like aepi, in respect 
of, a8, since Demosthenes, frequently with verbs of saying. 
The quotation is Isa. x. 22 f., not quite closely following the 
LXX., and with a reminiscence (6 dpiOy. +. view "Iop.) of 
Hos. ii. 1. — 10d drrodetppa owl.] The remnant concerned (with 
emphatic accentuation, te. not more than the remnant) will be 
saved ; that is, in the sense of the apostle: out of the count- 
lessly great people only that small number which remains after 
the rejection of the hardened mass will attain to the Messianic 
salvation. With this understanding Paul employed the trans- 


1 Only this view agrees with the connection, since the prophet Hosea was 
previously cited by name, and now another is likewise introduced by name. 
Therefore we are not to say, with van Hengel, that by 3i the prophet is placed in 
contradistinction to God Himself speaking. But Hofmann’s opinion, that the 
position of iwi, rev "Isp. (for Paul has not placed swip 33 red Iep. first) proves that 
ver. 25 refers to Israel, is incorrect; because, if ver. 25 did not refer to the Gen- 
tiles, Paul would have had no reason for here adding dwip +. "Ivp., since in the 
very passage under citation Israel is expressly named.. The train of thought is: 
(1) Hosea gives the divine prediction respecting the not-God’s-people (respect- 
ing the Gentiles), vv. 25, 26 ; (2) but /saiah utters a prophecy which contains 
information respecting the relation of Jerael to the reception of salvation. Thus 
both prophets establish what was said in ver. 24, ob pcvey if "lovdaior, AAR xal iF 
iévav,—namely, Hosea the xa} if ifrav, and Isaiah the ob péver if "levdaier. Thus 
the emphasis in ver. 27 lies primarily on ’Heaias 3i, whose prophecy, differing 
from the oracle of Hosea, is to be introduced by the significant xpéQes owip +. 
"Isp. Paraphrase somewhat thus: But Jsaiah, what do we hear from him ? 
We hear the cry respecting Jerael, etc. 

* Hofmann misinterprets the passage in Isainh, making it to mean that the 
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lation in the LXX.—not verbally exact, but corresponding to 
the Messianic reference—of 2%” by cwOjcetas (which they 
understood of the deliverance by a return into Palestine) in 
the Messianic sense. In Isaiah the word refers to the return 
to God, is converted, of which the Messianic cmfecOas is just 
the consequence. 

Ver. 28. The Hebrew runs: nbs ‘2 APTY HOw pon Won 
yieqros 3703 Nyy Minay nim wy MAD Extirpation és decided, 
streaming justice (1.e. penal justice) ; for extirpation and decision 
(penal decision) the Lord Jehovah Zebaoth makes (1... is on the 
point of executing) in the midst of the whole earth (on Zion). 
The LXX. did not understand these words, and translated them 
incorrectly (on how they came to do so, see Fritzsche, also 
Maier, in the Theol. Jahrb. 1845, L p. 190 f.). This cannot 
be denied; nor are we, with Olshausen, to attempt to conceal 
or smooth over the fact by arbitrary interpretation of the 
Hebrew. Paul has nevertheless felt no scruple in abiding by 
their translation with a few unimportant deviations, since its 
sense is not less suitable than that of the original to the con- 
whole people Israel, which shall return, be it never so numerous, is called a 
‘‘remnant,” for the reason that it has come out of a severe time of distress. 
In correspondence with this sense, the passage, which is incorrectly translated 
by the LXX. (because they have ia» yirnras, and add aicay to xarérAupuae), is 
held to be rightly understood by Paul: ‘‘ that the remnant which obtains salva- 
tion is one with the people, of which the case ts supposed, that it is then as nume- 
rous as the sand by thesea.” Against this it may be urged (1) that {2 WW NY 
according to the context (comp. also vii. 8) cannot mean: the return of the 
people will be the return of a remnant, so that the latter would be the people 
itself, but only : a rematning part (not the mass) will return in the people, i.e. 
among the people,—the rest not. (2) The LXX. have understood the original 
substantially with perfect correctness, inasmuch as, instead of writing word for 
word +. saréA. cubis. iv abveis, they give the explanation: ¢. sarda. abewy subse, 
(8) Paul follows the LXX. in this, only passing over the self-understood airay. 
That the LXX. render “7 by yfmeas, and Paul writes j instead, is entirely 
unessential. 

1 According to Hofmann, 73M must be not predicate, but adjective: ‘an 
end-making, which actually and truly makes an end,” which permits no further 
extension of the present state of the world ; such an end-making will bring in 
the state of righteousness as with the force of waves. Incorrectly, because thus 
yin is made to contain something which is not in it (even at Job xv. 1), and 
because PTY is understood with Drechsler contrary to the context, and unsuit- 
ably to the figurative hNY (comp. viii. 7, xxviii. 15, 18). 
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nection and object which the declaration here subserves. The 
words, as Paul has them, mean: “ For utterance-accomplishing 
and (as matter of fact, through a speedy execution of it) short- 
cutting in righteousness (is He); for a short-cut utterance (1.6. a 
saying in which the whole penal decision is summarily included) 
will the Lord bring to pass on the earth.” In reference to single 
expressions, remark: (1) Aoyov, which belongs to both parti- 
ciples, is neither decree (usually so taken, but this is not its 
meaning), nor matter of fact (Beza, Melancthon, Castalio, Calvin, 
Koppe, Reithmayr, formerly also Hofmann, Weissag. wu. E7rf. I. 
p. 213, and various others), which it never denotes with Paul, 
nor reckoning,’ which, in connection with zroceiy, would be con- 
trary to idiom, but dictum, an utterance, which He has delivered ; 
and this indeed, in the first clause of the verse, which expresses 
the executive justice of God in general, is to be understood 
quite generally; comp. Erasmus, Paraphr.: “quicquid dixit, 
plene praestet et quidem compendio.” In the second clause, 
on the other hand, which adduces proof of that general descrip- 
tion of God with the concrete case, the occurrence of which is 
predicted, the’divine saying of ver. 2'7, delivered through the 
prophet, is intended. (2) cvvréuvesy, used of something that 
is said (speeches, answers, and the like), like cuvaspety, never 
denotes in Greek anything else than to cut short (Plato, Protag. 
p. 334 D, Ep. 3, p. 318 B; Aeschines, p. 32. 23; Euripides, 
Iph. A. 1249, Aeol. fr. v. 2; Lucian, bis. accus. 28; Soph. 
Sragm. 411, Dind.; 2 Mace. x. 10; Pflugk, ad Eur. Hee. 
1180), and it is therefore inadmissible to depart from this 
signification of the ovyroula Aoywv (Plato, Phaedr. p. 267 B). 
We must, however, observe that in cvvréuray this “ comprising 
an short” must be a matter of fact, consisting in the short sum- 


’ So now Hofmann, omitting (see critical notes) the words 8» dixaserten® Ses Adyer 
corricpns. The Adyer resiv is supposed to be the appointment of an accounting, 
which is designated by svrrsasi» as a settlement of account, and by evvrigvuy as an 
abridged process of accounting. The notion of holding a reckoning is certainly 
expressed in the Greek writers by the familiar phrases Asyer AapBdrev, dws cov 
Abyor dyuy, Adyes airsiv, etc., but not by Aéyer wesssv, Which has quite other signi- 
fications, and in which Aéyes never means reckoning. Besides, cvsrinvey with 
aéyes demands for the latter, according to constant usage, the signification of 
speech, saying. 
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mary despatch of the matter (comp. LXX. Isa. xxviii. 22 ; Eur. 
Rhes. 450), like our “ cut 2¢ short ;” while, on the other hand, 
cuvretunpevoy (perfect) refers to the concise, short, and stern 
style in which the saying itself is conceived (ro drrodetppa 
cwOncerat!). Passages in which ovyréuvew denotes overtake 
and the like (as Soph. Ant. 1090) have no bearing on the 
present one. Neither are we to adopt what Tholuck reads into 
it, that God will accomplish the promise delivered in Isa. x. 
20, 21, only with great limitation of the number of the people, 
which would, besides, be not at all suitable to the perfect par- 
ticiple cvvretynpévov. Moreover, the LXX. cannot have meant 
Aoyov of the word of promise, but, according to the sense of the 
original, only of the penal judicial declaration. (3) éy d:xaso- 
cuvn does not stand for the righteousness of faith (Fritzsche), 
but is to be referred, according to the context, asin the Hebrew, 
to the judicial righteousness of God. (4) The participles ovyrer. 
and ovyréuvev require only éori to be supplied.* See Her- 
mann, ad Viger. p. 776; Bernhardy, p. 470; Kiihner, IT. 1, 
p. 37. And (5) as respects the argumentative force of the 
yap, it lies in the fact that, if God causes such a penal judg- 
ment to be issued on Israel, the part of the people remaining 
spared, which obtains salvation, can only be the ioANeppa out 
of the mass, that which remains over. Incorrectly Hofmann, 
in accordance with his erroneous interpretation of vv. 27, 28, 
explains: So long as this present world-period endures, Israel’s 
final salvation might remain in suspense ; “but Jehovah leaves 
a not on this footing, He makes an end and settles accounts 


1 The Vulgate has, with literal correctness, rendered brevians and breviatum. 
Van Hengel abides by this signification, but assumes as the sense of cvrripvey : 
de ipsa tamen minatione nonnihil detrahens, so that God, in virtue of His 
righteousness, does not reject all, but saves a small part, consisting of the less 
refractory ; svvestpenpeivev he then makes dependent on wees: : “‘ faciet, ut dictum 
suum incisum sit, 1. «. ut minatio sua plerosque tantum Judaeorum attingat, de ea 
detrahens ad salutem pauciorum.” But so evssipzeu» would amount to the sense 
of subjecting something in part to deduction ; but it is not employed thus of 
speeches, but only of things, Thuc. viii. 45. 2 (env vs pesebofepdy Loviespev), Xen. 
Hier. iv. 9 (eas tawdvas cveripersy). 

* The subject, God, is here understood of itself according to the following con- 
text, so that it is unnecessary to parenthesize se: ... waste in order to gain 
avpios as subject, as van Hengel artificially proposes. 
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with the world, and the remnant which is then Israel's people 
returns to Him and attains to salvation.” 

Ver. 29. Since the preceding prophecy was not introduced 
by xaws or @s, we must here punctuate «al, cabs mpocipnxev 
‘“Hoatas, ei pi) «.7..., 80 that Paul adopts as his own’ the 
words of Isa. i. 9 (closely following the LXX.): “ And, as 
Isaiah has prophesied, if the Lord of Zebaoth had not left behind 
to us a seed (in the sense of the apostle, this is that very d7ro- 
Acree, of ver. 27, which, like seed out of which new fruit grows, 
preserves and continues the true people of God), we should have 
become as Sodom, and like to Gomorrha ;” the whole nation (by 
exclusion from Messianic salvation) would have without ex- 
ception perished '(fallen unto dwwXea). — mpoelp.| Not to be 
understood, with Baumgarten-Crusius and van Hengel, follow- 
ing Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Michaelis, and others: 
has said at an earlier place, for local specifications of this kind 
are quite unusual in quotations with Paul, and here such re- 
ference would be without significance. It is used in the pro- 
vhetic sense; the prophet has said of the fate of the people in 
his time, with a forecast of its corresponding fate in the present 
time, what holds good of Jsrael’s present; the mass of its 
people is hardened by divine judgment, and forfeits salvation, 
and only a holy ozéppa is left to it. Comp. on mpoeip., 
Acts i. 16; Plato, Rep. p. 619 C; Lucian, Jov. Frag. 30; 
Polyb. vi. 3. 2. — &s T'ou.] Two modes of conception are inter- 
mixed: become like, and become as, LXX., Hos. iv. 6; Ezek. 
Xxx. 2; Fritzsche, ad Marc. p.140f Compare the classical 
connection of Suotos and opotws with as and dovrep. 

Vv. 30-33. Zhe blame of their exclusion rests upon the Jews 
themselves, because they strove after righteousness not by farth, 
but by works; they took offence at Christ. Observe how Paul 
here “ with the fewest words touches the deepest foundation 
of the matter” (Ewald). 

Vv. 30, 31. From the preceding prophecies, ver. 25 ff. (not 
with particular regard to ver. 16, as de Wette), Paul now, in 
order to prepare the transition to the dsati ; Gre «.7.2., ver. 32, 

1To supply an apodosis (Philippi: evew xa) vv» Iss) is therefore completely 
superfluous, and consequently arbitrary. 

ROM. IL L bd 
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draws the historical result, and that in the form of question and 
answer: “ What shall we say then? (we shall say) that Gen- 
tiles, they who strove not after righteousness, have obtained 
righteousness, but righteousness which proceeds from faith ; 
while Israel, on the contrary, in spite of its endeavour after 
the law which justifies, has not attained to this law.” Others 
take Gt... &bOace to be a question, namely either: “ What 
are we to say to the fact, that Gentiles, etc.?” So, following 
Theodore of Mopsuestia and others, Heumann, Flatt, Olshau- 
sen, also Morus, who takes dre as because. Or: “ What are 
we therefore to say? Are we to say that Gentiles, etc.?” So 
Reiche, who is then compelled to consider Sex. 5¢ trav é« mio. 
as an answer inserted as in a dialogue, and to see in ver. 32 
the “removal of the ground of the objection by a disclosure 
of the cause of the phenomenon, which has now no longer 
anything surprising in it.” But Reiche’s view is to be rejected, 
partly on the ground that the insertion of a supposed answer, 
Sux, 5¢ 7. ex a, is a makeshift and unexampled in Paul’s 
writings ; partly because ér:... &$@ace, even with the ex- 
clusion of Sex. 5é 7. é m., contains complete Pauline éruth, 
and consequently does not at all resemble a problematic in- 
quiry, such as Paul elsewhere introduces by ti épotper, and 
then refutes as erroneous (see iv. 1). This, too, in opposition 
to Th. Schott, who, taking ti ody ... Suxavocvyny ; as a single 
andependent question (What shall we now say to the fact, that 
Gentiles, etc.), then finds the answer in Sixatootvny Se ex 
miotews, but afterwards, no less strangely than groundlessly, 
proposes to connect évar/ immediately, no punctuation being 
previously inserted, with the proposition “Iopand 5é «.7.X. 
Finally, it is decisive against Heumann and others, that the 
answer of ver. 32, ére ov« «.T.X., does not concern the Gentiles 
at all (see ver. 30). — €0yn] Gentiles (comp. ii. 14), not the 
Gentiles asa collective body. On the part of Gentiles righteous- 
ness was obtained, etc. — ta un Sudx.| They, whose endeavour 
(for they had not a revelation, nor did they observe the 
moral law) was not directed towards becoming righteous, they 
obtained righteousness, but — and hereby this paradox of 
sacred history is solved—that which proceeds from faith. In 
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the first two instances d:«. is used without any special defini- 
tion from the Christian point of view; the latter only comes 
to be introduced with the third de.—&é] comp. iii 22; 
Phil. ii, 8.—On the figurative dsoxew, borrowed from the 
running for the prize in the racecourse, as also on the correlate 
KxatadapSdaverv, comp. Phil. iii 12-14; 1 Cor. ix. 24; 1 Tim. 
vi. 11, 12; Ecclus. xi 10, xxvii. 8; on Seowew Scxavocvvny, 
Plato, Rep. p.545 A. Observe the threefold Sicacoovyny, as in 
ver. 31 the repetition of voyov Suxatoc. The whole passage is 
framed for pointed effect: “ Vehementer auditorem commovet 
ejusdem redintegratio verbi ... quasi aliquod telum saepius 
perveniat in eandem partem corporis.” Auct. ad Herenn. iv. 28. 

Vv. 31,' 32. Israel, on the contrary, striving after the law of 
righteousness, has (in respect to the mass of the people) not 
attained to the law of righteousness. — vopov Suxatoc.|] The 
law affording righteousness. Quite erroneous is the view of 
Chrysostom, Theodoret, Calvin, Beza, Piscator, Bengel, Heu- 
mann, that it is a Aypallage for Sicasoovyny vopov; and that 
of Riickert and Kollner is arbitrary, that Paul, in his effort 
after brevity and paradox, has used a condensed phrase for tov 
youov ws voyov Six, On the contrary, the justifying law is in 
both instances (comp. Scékavoovyny, ver. 30) to be left without 
any more precise concrete definition, and to be regarded as the 
adeal (comp. also Fritzsche and Philippi), the reality of which 
the Israelites strove by their legal conduct to experience in them- 
selves (to possess), but did not obtain. The justifying law! this 
is the idea, which they pursued, but to the reality they remained 
strangers. If, finally, we chose, with many others (including 
Bengel, Koppe, Flatt, Reiche, Kollner, Krehl, de Wette), to 
understand the first vou. dex. of the historical Mosaic law, and 
the second of Christianity, Suaxwy would be opposed to us; 
for this, according to ver. 30, expresses not the endeavour to 
Sulfid the law, but the endeavour to possess the law, as, indeed, 
oux &pOace eis must correspond to xatéAaBe in ver. 30, 


1 Ver. 81, although belonging to the answer to the +i od» ipevusy, and therefore 
regarded by-many as still dependent on ée:, is nevertheless better taken as an 
independent proposition, because thus more emphatic, and because dei, ver. 32, 
refers only to ver. 31, 
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and therefore must simply denote non pervenit (Vulg.), not: 
non praevenit (Erasmus, Estius, Hammond, and others, in- 
cluding Ewald and Jatho). Comp. on Phil iii, 16. The 
reading of Lachmann, eis vopuov otx éfOace, which Hofmann 
follows, is explained by the latter: Israel was set upon ful/ill- 
ing a law which teaches what is right (Subxwv vopov Sixaco- 
avvns), but did not thereby succeed, did not become Evvopes 
(els vopov ovx &pOace); because the law remained for it, 
like a shadow, ever only near, but unattainable, thus Isracl 
had not at all come to have tts standpoint generally in a law 
and to live in i, neither in that of the Old Testament, which it 
sought to follow, nor in that of the New Testament, on which 
it turned its back. An entirely subjective artificial complica- 
tion of ideas, with invented accessories, and not even histori- 
cally correct, since in fact the Israelites stood and lived only too 
much év vou and as évvouot, but could not withal attain to the 
vopos Stxatocvyns. This Sixacocvyns is the tragic point 
of the negative counter-statement, and hence is indispensable 
in the text. — dca ri] sc. eis vouov Six. ovx EpOacev ; answer: 
Ste ovx ex aiorews, sc. ediwE~av vopov Sue. For, had they 
started from jaith in their striving, they would have obtained 
in Christianity the realization of their endeavour, the vdmov 
Sixatocvvns ; through faith in Christ, to whom the law already 
points (iii. 31, x. 5 ff.; John v. 46), they would have become 
righteous, and would thus in the gospel have really attained 
what floated before them as an idea, the justifying law. — 
ws é€ épy.] os can neither denote a hypocritical conduct 
(Theophylact), nor presumed works (Fritzsche), nor guast (van 
Hengel, following the Vulgate); for, indeed, the Jews really 
set out from the works of the law in their endeavour. On 
the contrary, it means: Because their Sudeeww was in the 
way, in which a Svoxew starting from works is constituted ; the 
(perverted) kind and quality of the endeavour! is designated, 
comp. 2 Cor. ii. 17; Johni14. The é& épy. is by ws brought 


1 To this, according to the real sense, Philippi’s explanation amounts ; taking 
és, however, of the suljective conception of the sdxerrss, equivalent to ws 
G¢nvopsves x... This is inadmissible, because, as with ix wier., so also with 
IZ Ipywy, only the notion of 3x» can be supplied. Hofmann has, in consistency 
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into fuller relief ; see Klotz, ad Devar. p.'757 £ — mpocéxovay 
K.T.%.] Without ydp (see critical remarks), but thus coming 
in all the more strikingly: they stumbled, etc.; that is the 
fatal fact, which befell them in their Séxcev, and caused 
that they ov« é« miotews «7.4. Had they not stumbled at 
the stone of stumbling, they would have entered on the right 
line of endeavour é« wiotews, instead of their perverted one 
as €& épywov vouov. The simple appropriateness, clearness, and 
force, with which the mpocécoway «.7.d. is thus introduced, 
must exclude the connection with add os é& épyav vopuou 
(Lachmann), followed also by Th. Schott (“ but, as could not but 
happen in consequence of works, came to ruin on the stone of 
stumbling”). The Ai@os mrpooKxoppartos, the stone on which one 
stumbles (trips), is Christ, in so far as occasion for unbelief is 
taken at His manifestation (especially at His death on the 
cross, 1 Cor. i 23), Comp. Luke ii. 34; 1 Pet. ii 7,8. The 
figure is in perfect correspondence with the conception of the 
Suoxewy, and was perhaps selected in anticipation of the passage 
of Scripture to be adduced. Aptly, moreover, Theophylact 
remarks: 246. mpoox. «. métpa oxavd. amo Tod TéXous Kal THs 
exBdoews Tay aTLoTHCdYTMOY avopactat o Xpistos adtos yap 
Kal éaurov Oepérsos Kat eSpaiwpa éréOn. 

Ver. 33. This wpocécowav 7@ ALO 7. mpoox. ensued—and 
this is the Geia potpa herein—in conformity with the prophetic 
declaration, according to which Christ is laid as the stone of 
stumbling in Israel (ev Yiwv, as the theocratic seat of the 
people), and faith on Him would have been that very thing 
which would have preserved them from the forfeiture of salva- 
tion.—Isa. xxvii. 16 and viii. 14 are blended into one declara- 
tion, with 2 free but pertinent variation both from the original 
and also from the LXX. With Jsaiah, in the first passage, the 
theocracy—the kingdom of Jehovah,’ whose sacred basis and 
central seat is the temple—is the stone laid by God; and in 
the second, God Himself is the stone of stumbling and the rock 
with his erroneous understanding of ver. 31, extorted from the words the sense, 
** that Israel fancied itself to be in the position of a doing, by virtue of which it 
was in pursuit of the law of God.” 


1 See the varying interpretations. in Gesenius, Drechsler, Hofmann. The 
latter understands the house of David. 
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of offence for His enemies. But Paul (comp. 1 Pet. ii 6-8) 
justly perceives in the passages prophecies of the Messiah (as 
do also the Rabbins), and, in connection with the Messianic 
character, of all the glory and triumph of the theocracy, the 
fulfiller of which is the Messiah. —o aot. é. atr@] he who 
relves o1. Him, in the Messianic fulfilment: he who believes on 
Christ. Comp. x. 11; 1 Tim. i.16; 1 Pet. i. 6; Luke xxiv. 
25. Christ, the object of faith, is conceived of as He to whom 
faith adheres as its foundation (comp. Bernhardy, p. 250); 
there is therefore no need of the circumlocution: “ fidem 7 Deo 
ponit Christo fretus” (van Hengel). See also on Matt. xxvii. 42, 
and comp. éAmifew émi, xv. 12. We may add that zas, if it 
were the genuine reading, would not have the emphasis; but 
the latter lies upon 6 miarevwv, as the opposite of apocxorrety. 
— xatavcyuvOnoerat] The LXX. have this verb (xaraoyuvO9), 
apparently deviating from the original text, Isa. xxviii. 16, 
where probably they have merely given an inaccurate transla- 
tion of wm, according to the approximate sense, and have not 
adopted another reading, namely wa" (Reiche, Olshausen, Hof- 
mann).—In the sense of the Messianic fulfilment of the saying, 
“he will not be put to shame” means, “he will not forfeit the 
Messiante salvation.” Comp. on v. 5. 


REMARK.—The contents of ix. 6-29, as they have been unfolded 
by pure exegesis, certainly exclude, when taken in and by them- 
selves, the idea of a decree of God conditioned by human moral 
self-activity, as indeed God’s absolute activity, taken as such by 
itself, cannot depend on that of the individual. On the other 
hand, a fatalistic determinism, the “tremendum mysterium” of 
Calvin, which, following the precedent of Augustine, robs man 
of his self-determination and free personal attitude towards sal- 
vation, and makes him the passive object of divine sovereign 
will, may just as little be derived as a Pauline doctrine from 
our passage. It cannot be so, because our passage is not to be 
considered as detached from the following (vv. 30-33, chap. 
X. X1.); and because, generally, the countless exhortations of 
the apostle to obedience of faith, to stedfastness of faith and 
Christian virtue, as well as all his admonitions on the possi- 
bility of losing salvation, and his warnings against falling from 
grace, are just so many evidences against that view, which puts 
aside the divine will of love, and does away the essence of 
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human morality and responsibility. See also, against the Cal- 
vinistic exposition, Beyschlag, p. 2 ff. If we should assume, 
. with Reiche and Kollner, Fritzsche and Krehl, that Paul, in his 
dialectic ardour, has allowed himself to be carried away into 
self-contradiction, we should thus have a self-contradiction 
so palpable, and yet so extremely grave and dangerous in a 
religious and ethical aspect, making the means oi grace illusory, 
and striking so heavily at the Christian moral idea of divine 
holiness and of human freedom,—that we should least of 
all suppose ¢his very apostle to be capable of it; for, on the 
one hand, his penetration and his dialectic ability well might, 
just as, on the other hand, his apostolic illumination in 
particular, and the clearness and depth of his own moral ex- 
perience must, have guarded him against it. But this affords no 
justification of the practice which has been followed by those 
of anti-predestinarian views from the time of Origen and 
Chrysostom (see Luthardt, vom freien Willen, p. 14 ff.) until 
now (see especially Tholuck on vv. 16-18, 20-22, and also 
Weiss, 7b.; comp. Gerlach, letzte Dinge, 1869, p. 159), of import- 
ing into the clear and definite expressions of the apostle in this 
place, and reading between the lines, the moral self-determination 
and spontaneity of man as the correlate factor to the divine 
volition.* On the contrary, a correct judgment of the deter- 


1 Fritzsche, II. p. 550: ‘* Melius sibi Paulus consensisset, si Aristotelis, non 
Gamalielis alumnus fuisset.” 

3 This practice of importing is obvious, among the Greek Fathers, especially in 
Theodore of Mopsuestia, and among modern theologians since the precedent of 
Arminius (see Beyschlag, p. 9 ff.), but especially in Tholuck’s paraphrase of the 
passages in question. Thus he paraphrases, e.g., ver. 17: ‘*‘ How greatly this is 
the case, is shown according to Scripture in Pharaoh, of whom, én spite of his 
running against the divine will, it is said, etc.” Again, in ver. 18: ‘‘ Thus God 
executes His decree of mercy on those who desire to become blessed through mercy 
(4 és], and hardens those who in their resistance reject such decree o{ grace” 
[4 fas]. It is self-evident that, with such importations and alterations of the 
sense, no text is any longer sufficiently safe from the subjectivity of its inter- 
preter. See, against such methods, the in the main apt observations of Baur in 
the Theol. Jahrd. 1857, p. 196 ff., and in his NV. 7. Theol. p. 182 ff. Lechler 
also, Apost. Zeit. p. 122 ff., passes an unprejudiced and correct judgment ; whilst 
Weiss, by the mediating suggestion that God may determine, according to His 
unlimited will, to what condition He will annex His grace, can by no means avail 
against the clearness and definiteness of the text; and Hofmann, by the inter- 
mingling of rationalizing attempts to explain the details, cannot remove the diffi- 
culties, Philippi (Glaubensl. IV. 1, p. 113) rightly leaves the absolute divine 
freedom in the bestowal of salvation, as Paul dwells on it, intact, and connects with 
this result the solution which is disclosed by Paul himself in reference to that, at 
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ministic propositions of vv. 15-23 lies in the middle between 
the admission, which is psychologically and morally impossible, 
of a self-contradiction, and the importation, which is exegetically 
impossible, of conceptions of which the apostolic expression is the 
stark opposite—somewhat as follows. Seeing that the mode of 
the concurrence, so necessary in the moral world, of the individual 
freedom ‘and spontaneity of man on one side, and the absolute 
self-determination and universal efficiency of God on the other,— 
which latter, however, as such by no means lacks the immanent 
law of holiness (against the objection ot Beyschlag, p. 20),—is 
incomprehensible by human reflection, so long, that is, as it does 
not pass out of the sphere of the Christian fundamental view 
into the unbiblical identity-sphere of the pantheistic view, in 
which indeed freedom has no place at all; as often as we treat 
only one of the two truths: “God is absolutely free and all- 
efficient,” and “Man has moral freedom, and is, in virtue of 
his proper self-determination and responsibility as Jiberwm 
agens, the author of his salvation or perdition,” and carry 
it out in a consistent theory and therefore in a onesided 
method, we are compelled to speak in such a manner, that 
the other truth appears to be annulled. Only appears, however ; 
for, in fact, all that takes place in this case is a temporary 
and conscious withdrawing of attention from the other. In 
the present instance Paul found himself in this case, and he 
expresses himself according to this mode of view, not merely 
in a passing reference, vv. 20, 21 (Beyschlag), but in the 
whole reasoning of vv. 6-29. In opposition to the Jewish 
conceit of descent and of works, he desired to establish the 
free and absolute sovereign power of the divine will and 
action, and that the more decisively and exclusively, the 
less he would leave any ground for the arrogant illusion of 
the Jews, that God must be gracious to them. The apostle 


first sight, onesided theory at the close of this very chapter, and in chap. x. 
and xi. The doctrine of election of Schleiermacher pours unbiblical notions into 
the mould of biblical expressions, and finishes with a general apokotastasis ; 
whilst in the Hegelian school, to which evil is a necessary element in the absolute 
process, the positive fundamental doctrines of the gospel as to sin, grace, regene- 
ration, and reconciliation with God, when they are thought to be raised at all 
to their notion [Begriff], find no longer a place. For the history of doctrine in 
modern times here concerned, see Luthardt, vom freien Willen, p. 866 ff. 

' To say nothing at all of the modern materialism (Vogt, Moleschott, Biichner, 
and others), according to which spirit is replaced by the exertion of force in 
brain-substance, nerve-material, change of matter, and in material substrata 
generally. See on it, and its relation to theology, Rosenkranz in Hilgenteld, 
Zeitechr. 1864, p. 225 ff. 
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has here wholly taken his position on the absolute standpoint 
of the theory of pure dependence upon God, and that with 
all the boldness of clear consistency ;+ but only until he has 
done justice to the polemical object which he has in view. He 
then returns (see vv. 30 ff.) from that abstraction to the human- 
moral standpoint of practice, so that he allows the claims of both 
modes of consideration to stand side by side, just as they exist 
side by side within the limits of human thought. The contem- 
plation—which lies beyond these limits—of the metaphysical 
relation of essential interdependence between the two,—namely 
objectively divine, and subjectively human, freedom and activity 
of will,—necessarily remained outside and beyond his sphere of 
view ; as he would have had no occasion at all in this place 
to enter upon this problem, seeing that it was incumbent upon 
him to crush the Jewish pretensions with the one side only of 
it—the absoluteness of God. The fact that, and the extent to 
which, the divine elective determination is nevertheless no “ de- 
lectus militaris,” but is immanently regulated in God Himself 
by His holiness, and consequently also conditioned by moral 
conditions on the human side, ices not enter into his con- 
sideration at all for the moment. It is introduced, however, in 
ver. 30 ff., when the onesided method of consideration temporarily 
pursued is counterbalanced, and the ground, which had been 
given up for a while in an apologetic interest to the doctrinal 
definition of an absolute decree, is again taken away. Comp. 
also Beck /.c., and Baur, newt. Theol. p. 182 ff. But when 
Beyschlag places chap. ix. under ¢he point of view, that the dis- 
cussion therein relates not to a decree, antecedent to time, for 
men’s everlasting salvation or perdition, but only to their adop- 
tion or non-adoption into the historical kingdom of God (thus 
into Christianity), and that of the Jews and Gentiles as the two 
groups of mankind, not of individual men, and when he finds 
the true key of exposition in this view; his idea cannot be 
justified by the simple exegesis of chap. ix., and without antici- 
pating the contents of chap. x. and xi; and the difficulty in 
principle, which is involved in the entirely free self-determina- 
tion of the divine will, remains—while it is transferred to the 
sphere of the action of God inthe historical government of the 
world—even thus unremoved. 


1 He says by no means only how God could proceed without violating a claim 
of right (Julius Miiller, v. d. Stinde, I. p. 541, ed. 5), but how He does proceed. 
Older expositors have also endeavoured to help themselves with this problematic 
periphrasis. See, e.g., Flacius, Clav. I. p. 387. 
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CHAPTER X. 


Ver. 1. 4 before xpés is wanting according to a large prepon- 
derance of evidence, and is omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. A 
hasty grammatical emendation, as éeriv before sig is supplied in 
Elz. — abrayv] Elz.: rot Ieper, against decisive evidence. With 
ver. 1 a church-lesson begins. — Ver. 3. After idsav, dsxasoobyny is 
wanting in ABDEP, min., and several versions (including 
Vulg.) and Fathers. Omitted by Lachm. But the very emphasis 
of the thrice-occurring word, so obviously intended (comp. ix. 
30), speaks for its originality ; and how easily the omission of 
the second dxasooivny might arise, as that of a supposed quite 
superfluous repetition ! — Ver. 5. airo%] Lachm. and Tisch. 8: 
airy, according to ABR*, 17, 47, 80, Copt. Arm. Vulg. Germ. 
Damasc. Ruf. But this would involve that, with the most of 
these, and with vet other witnesses, the preceding airé should 
be omitted, as also Tisch. 8. has done. However, both airy and 
the omission of aire appear like an emendatory alteration, since 
the context contains no reference for airdé and airo%. In the 
same light we must also regard the reading ée1 rqv dsxccsoodyny roy 
éx vduou (instead of ray dx... . ors), a8 Tisch. 8. has it, in A D* &*, 
and some min., Vulg., and some Fathers. — Ver. 15. sipjyyy, rity 
siayy.] is wanting in A BCR*, min., Copt. Sah. Aeth. Clem. Or. 
Damasc. Ruf. Omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. 8. Copyist’s 
omission, through the repetition of steyy. Ifit had been inter- 
polated from the LXX. (Isa. lii. 7), axozy sipjvng would have been 
written instead of the mere e/pyvyge. The article before cyada is, 
with Lachm., on decisive evidence to be omitted, although it is 
also wanting in the LXX. — Ver. 17. @zot] Lachm. and Tisch. 8: 
Xpiorov, according to BC D* Ex*, min., several vss., Aug. Pel. 
Ambrosiast. There is no genitive at all in F G, Boern. Hilar. 
But how readily this omission might suggest itself by a com- 
parison of ver. 8! Xpsorod¥, however, appears to be a more pre- 
cise definition of the sense of the divine pjua, the expression of 
which by /. @so% is found already in Syr. and Clem. — Ver. 19. 
The order ’Iop. obx zyvw is supported by decisive evidence; Elz. ; 
obx syvw lap. 
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Vv. 1-13. More particular discussion of the guilt of the Jews 
specified in 1x. 32; introduced (vv. 1, 2) by a reiterated assur- 
ance of the most cordial interest an their salvation. 

Ver. 1, ’AdeAgoi] Address to the readers, expressive of 
emotion. Comp. 1 Cor. xiv. 20; Gal. iii, 15. — puév] without 
a corresponding 6é; the thought following in ver. 3 loomed 
before the apostle, as standing in the relation of opposition to 
his heartfelt interest, of which the solicitude thus remained 
unfulfilled through the perverted striving after righteousness 
of the people. — evdexia] does not denote the wish, the desire 
(Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, and many, including 
Riickert, Reiche, Kolliner, de Wette, Olshausen). It may mean 
pleasure, delight (Bengel: “lubentissime auditurus essem de 
salute Israelis ;’ comp. Philippi), Matt. iii, 17, xi. 26; or 
goodwill (Phil. 1 15, 11. 13), 2. propensa anim: voluntas. See 
generally Fritzsche. The latter signification is that most im- 
mediately suggested by the connection here ; comp. van Hengel, 
“benevola propensio.” It is indeed the intention of the will 
(Hofmann), but conceived of and designated as the being well- 
disposed of the heart, as it was such.—=zpos tov Qeoy is joined 
to % Sénows, hence there was no need of the (not genuine) 
article (Acts viii. 24; Winer, p. 128 f. [E. T.169 f.]); to the 
connection with éoré to be understood, evdoxia would not be 
suitable. Hence: The goodwill of my heart and my petition 
to God are on their behalf towards this end, that they might 
obtain salvation ; cwrnpia is the goal which my evdoxia wishes 
for them, and my prayer entreats for them. In this view 
uirep auray belongs so necessarily to the completeness of the 
thought, that we are not to assume a tacit contrast to a xatd 
(Hofmann). The article before déyous represents, according to 
the context, the personal pronoun (4 éuy 6.); Winer, p. 103 
[E. T. 135]; Kiihner, IZ 1, p. 515. — On the distinction be- 
tween Sénots and mpocevyn, petition and prayer, see on Eph. vi. 
18. Bengel aptly remarks: “Non orasset Paulus, si absolute 
reprobati essent.” 

Ver. 2. Reason assigned why % evdoxia .. . eis cwrnpiav. — 
Grov Ocod] zeal for God. Comp. Acts xxi. 20, xxii. 3; Gal. 
1,14; John ii 17; 1 Macc ji. 58. This their zeal makes 
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them worth that interest of my heart.— ov xar’ ériyvecw] 
knowledge is not that, according to the measure of which they 
are zealous for God. We must here again (comp. on i. 28) 
note the composite expression; for the Jews were not wanting 
in yvoou generally, but just in the very point, on which it 
depended whether their yvoous was the right and practically 
vital éréyvaats. 

Ver. 3. Confirmatory elucidation of od nar ériyywow: “ for 
else they would not, unacquainted with the divine righteous- 
ness (see on i. 17), have insisted on their own righteousness, 
and striven against the divine.” This is just the actual proof 
that their zeal for God is wanting in knowledge. — dyvootvres] 
does not mean any more than at ii. 4,1 Cor. xiv. 38,1 anything 
else than not knowing; Reiche,de Wette, Tholuck, Ewald, and 
several others: misapprehending ; Hofmann: overlooking. The 
guilt of this not-knowing Paul does not further enter into, 
not so much (comp. Acts iii. 17, xvii. 30) from mild forbear- 
ance (Riickert and others), but because he had simply nothing 
else than the od xar’ éxiyvwowy to explain. — ri idSiav Sixaco- 
ouvny] Thy ex Tod vowou, THY €E epywv iSiwy Kal Tovey Katop- 
Goupévnv, Theophylact. Comp. Phil iii. 9, and see oni. 17. — 
orjoat| stabilire, to make valid. Comp. ili, 31; Heb. x. 9.— 
uiretaynoav| The dex. Geod is conceived of as a divine ordi- 
nance, to which one silyects oneself (through faith). The sense 
is not that of the passive, as vill. 20, but that of the middle, 
as in viii. 7, xiii. 1, and frequently, expressing the obedience. 
As to the subject-matter, comp. spocéxoway x.7.X., ix. 32. 

Ver. 4. For the validity of the law has come to an end in 
Christ, in order that every believer may be a partaker of right- 
cousness, Herewith Paul, for the further confirmation of what 
was said in ver. 3, lays down the great principle of salva- 
tion, from the non-knowledge of which among the Jews that 
blinded and perverted striving after righteousness flowed. — 
Ténos vopou, which is placed first with great emphasis, is applied 
to Christ, in so far as, by virtue of His redemptive death (Gal 

1 In the classical passages also, which are adduced for the signification mis- 


apprehend (as Xen. Mem. iv. 2. 25, 29, Cyr. iv. 1.16; Dem. 161. 7, e ai.), 
the sense of not know is to be maintained. 
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iii, 13, iv. 5), the divine dispensation of salvation has been 
introduced, in which the basis of the procuring of salvation 
is no longer, as in the old theocracy, the Mosaic vouos, but 
faith, whereby the law has therefore ceased to be the regu- 
lative principle for the attainment of righteousness." Only 
this view of Tédos, end, conclusion (adopted after Augustine 
by most of the modern expositors), is conformable to what 
follows, where the essentially different principles of the old 
and new S:xcatocvrn are stated. For its agreement with the 
doctrinal system of the apostle, see vii. 1 ff. Contrary to the 
meaning of the word téAos (even in 1 Tim. i. 5), and con- 
trary to the inherent relation of what follows, Origen, Erasmus, 
Vatablus, Elsner, Homberg, Estius, Wolf, Ch. Schmidt, Jatho, 
and several others, take it as: fulfilment of the law (“quic- 
quid exigebat lex moralis praestitit perfectissime,”’ Calovius), 
which many dogmatic expositors understood of the satisfactio 
activa, or of the activa and passiva together (Calovius). 
Linguistically faultless, but at the same time not corre- 
sponding to the connection, is the interpretation of Chrysos- 
tom, Theophylact, Melancthon, Beza, Michaelis, and others, 
that the olject and aim of the law was the making men 
righteous, and that this was accomplished through Christ; 
or (Theodoret, Toletus, Vorstius, Grotius, Wetstein, Loesner, 
Heumann, Klee, Glockler, Krummacher), that Christ was 
called the olyect and aim of the law, because everything in the 
law, as the madaywyos eis Xpuoroy (Gal. iii. 24), led up to 
Him; “quicquid praecipiat, quicquid promittat, semper Christum 
habet pro scopo,” Calvin. Observe further, that Xporos must 
be the definite historical person that appeared in Jesus, and not 
the promised Saviour generally, without regard to whether and 
an whose person He appeared (Hofmann), an abstraction which 
would have been impossible to Paul, particularly here, where 
all righteousness is traced back only to definite faith in 
contrast to works—as impossible as is the reference combined 


1 The wavpwoss vou viwov, Matt. v. 17, does not conflict with the present pas- 
sage. For the ideal, purely moral import of the law cannot be annulled, and it 
is exactly this which Christ has freed from its limitations, See on Matt. le. 
Comp. also Lipsius, Rechtfert. p. 85 ff. 
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with it, of vdyos to any law whatever, no law has validity any 
longer, if the promised Saviour be at hand. See, in opposition 
to this, immediately below, ver. 5 ff. — ets Scxatoc. avril 7h 
avor.| aim, for which Christ is the end of the law: in order 
that every one who believes may obtain righteousness. The prin- 
cipal stress lies on wor., as the opposite of that which the law 
required in order to righteousness; see vv. 5, 6, ii. 21 ff. 

Ver. 5. Now follows, as far as ver. 10, the proof of ver. 4, 
and that, from Moses himself. — ypddes tHv Suc.] writes con- 
cerning righteousness, John i. 46; Hermann, ad Eur. Phoen. 
574. As to the use of the present tense, comp. the frequent 
Aéyes in scriptural citations. — The passage introduced by the 
recitative drs is Lev. xviii. 5, almost exactly after the LXX. 
Comp. Neh. ix. 29; Ezek. xx. 21; Gal iii. 12. — aird] refers 
in the original, and so also here, to the mpoordypata Qeoi, 
which Paul supposes as well known; but the principal.stress 
lies upon zroujoas: he who shall have done them, so that thus 
Moses exhibits the doing as the condition of the attainment 
of {wn (which is referred by Paul not to the happy and pros- 
perous life in Palestine, but to its antitype, the {w1 aiwyios). — 
éy avrois] ie. by the fact, that they are fulfilled. 

Vv. 6-8. The righteousness which comes from faith is per- 
sonified (comp. Heb. xii 5), so that the following words of 
Moses, in which Paul recognises an allegorically and typically 
prophetic description of this righteousness, appear as its self- 
description. An increasing animation, and indeed triumphant 
tone in the representation, which thus introduces over-against 
that dark background (ver. 5) the bright picture the more 
immediately in concrete vividness. Hofmann artificially im- 
ports the antithesis, that the righteousness of the law is 
found only in a description of the lawgiver, but the righteous- 
ness of faith zself speaks as one existing and present. There 
is the less room for this supposition, since vv. 6 ff. are 
also Mosaic expressions. But that Paul actually regarded 
the words of Moses as a prophetical testimony to the nature 
of the righteousness of faith, is an opinion sanctioned only 
by a minority of expositors (Augustine, de nat. & grat. 83; 
Bucer, Balduin, Calovius, Semler, Ch. Schmidt, Reiche, 
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Kollner, Olshausen, Benecke, Fritzsche, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
Ewald, Umbreit). The majority, on the other hand, assume that 
Paul only clothed his own thoughts in the words of Moses, and 
used the latter as a suitable substratum for the former. So Tho- 
luck, Flatt, Riickert, Reithmayr, Maier, Philippi: “a holy and 
charming play of the Spirit of God upon the word of the Lord;” 
van Hengel and several others, as formerly Chrysostom, Luther, 
Beza, Calvin, Cornelius a Lapide; Bengel: “suavissima parodia.” 
But against this view is the fact that ver. 5 begins with ydp 
a demonstration of the tédos vopov Xptoros, of which ver. 5 
contains only the one, and vv. 6-8 the other, side; both sides, 
however, unite their probative force in Mavors yap ypader. 
Therefore it is quite wrong (see esp. Riickert, Philippi) to look 
upon % dé é« aor. Sex. as the opposite to Mwvorjs, and to sup- 
pose that the parallel would be more sharply drawn if Paul had 
said: But Christ speaks thus, etc. No, 6é places the righteous- 
ness of faith in opposition to the previously mentioned Secato- 
ovvn 7 é« Tod vowouv; and for these two modes of righteousness 
the testimony of the lawgiver himself is introduced by 
Moiojs yap ypade. “For Moses writes of the righteousness 
of the law, etc.; but the other kind of righteousness, the right- 
eousness of faith, says (in the same Moses) thus, etc.” The 
Mwic. y. yp. thus holds good not only for ver. 5, but also covers 
vv. 6-8 ; therefore the absence of a formula of quotation before 
ver. 6 is no valid argument against our view. This applies 
likewise against Hofmann, according to whom that, which the 
righteousness of faith speaks, is intended to recall Deut. 1c. ;? in 
such a way, however, that the word of which Moses speaks is 
related to that which the righteousness of faith means, as the 


1 Luther, on Deut. i.c., says that Paul has, abundante spiritu, taken occa- 

sion from Moses aguinst the justitiarios velut novum et proprium textum com- 
ql 

* Hofmann arrives at the sense: ‘‘ What Israel could not say in respect of the 
revealed law of God, after possessing it, that should he, to whom the right- 
eousness of faith speaks, not think in respect of the revealed and perfect 
Saviour.” But how could Paul, without any indication whatever, have expected 
of the reader that he should infer, from mere reminiscence of the Mosaic words, 
the point of the thought intended, that what the one could not, the others 
should not ? 
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O. T. to the N. T.," and thus the former is a prediction of the 
latter. Groundless is the further objection, that Paul nowhere 
else thus mixes up a biblical passage with comments. For 
we are acquainted with comments in the style of the Midrash 
in Paul’s writings (ix. 8; Gal. iii 16, iv. 23, 24); and that 
they are here interspersed is unessential, and was very 
naturally suggested by the opposed dyaf. eis 7. ovpavoy and 
xataB. eis Tt aBuvoocov. In conclusion, we must further 
observe that, if Paul had given the biblical words only as 
the clothing of his own representation, yet we should have to 
assume, and that for the very sake of the honesty of the apostle 
(which Philippi thinks endangered by our view), that he 
actually found in the saying the typical reference to the right- 
eousness of faith; even the holy “ play” upon words of the 
Spirit can be no erroneous play. Theodoret took the right view : 
Sidaonet Mads voyov Kal ydpitos THv Stapopay, cal augotépav 
elodye. Mwicéa tov vopobérny SiSdoxnarov. Erasmus, Paraphr.: 
“ utriusque justitiae imaginem Moses ipse depinxit.” Comp. 
also Hofmann, Weissag. wu. Erf. II. p.217. The Mosaic declara- 
tion véself 1s Deut. xxx. 12-14, with free deviations bearing on 
his object, from the original and the LXX. Moses has there 
said ot the commandment of God to Israel to fulfil His law (for 
the passage speaks of nothing else according to its historical 
sense) in ver. 11, that this commandment does not transcend the 
sphere of what is capable of accomplishment, nor does it lie at 
strange distance; and he then adds, ver. 12 ff., in order more 
precisely to depict this thought: I¢ 7s neither in heaven nor be- 
yond the sea, so that one must first ascend to the former or sail 
over the latter (comp. Bar. ii. 29, 30) to fetch 2, that one may 
hear and do it; rather is it quite near, in the mouth and in the 
heart (and in the hands, an addition of LXX., and in Philo) ; that 
is, the people itself carrics it in its mouth, and it is stamped 
upon its heart, in order that they may accomplish it (iney?). 
Paul finds here a type, and therewith an indirect prophecy, of 
the demand which the righteousness of faith presents, entirely 
different from that srovety which is demanded by the righteous- 


1 But for this purpose Hofmann employs an incorrect reference and under- 
standing of se:, ver. 9. 
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ness of the law, inasmuch as the righteousness of faith forbids only 
unbeltef in reference to Christ, as though He had not come from 
heaven, or had not risen from the dead, and directs men, on the 
other hand, to the word of faith, which, through tts preachers, 18 
laid in their mouth and heart. The sum and substance of this 
typically prophetic sense is therefore: “ Be not unbelieving, but 
believing ;”' and here the grand historical points, to which 
faith as well as unbelief relate, could not be brought into 
relief more definitely and significantly? than by means of the 
Xpucroyv xatrayayety and dvayaryety (in opposition to Tholuck’s 
objection). According to Fritzsche (comp. Calovius), the sense 
meant is: no one can become righteous through works, “ fact- 
endo et moliendo,’ vv. 6, 7; for in fact one must otherwise 
have been able—since the becoming righteous rests upon 
the incarnation, death, and resurrection of Christ—to ascend 
into heaven in order to bring Him down, or to descend into 
the lower world in order to bring Him up; but (ver. 8) 
after that salvation has been obtained by Christ, we are to 
have faith only. But in this case, vv. 6, 7 would surely 
be a warning from the mouth of the righteousness of faith 
against a facere et moliri, which would be of quite another 
kind than that of the righteousness of the law, and which 
even would have included in abstracto, as a presupposition, this 
very faith in the incarnation, death, and resurrection of Christ. 
Still less can we, with Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, 
Grotius, and several others (comp. also Reithmayr, Philippi, 
and Krummacher), find in vv. 6, 7 the denial of the difficulty, 
and then in ver. 8 the assurance of the facility, of becoming 


' The allegorical and typical signification of the apostle finds its correct logical 
point of connection in the fact that every one who, instead of bearing the fyza 
of God in his mouth and in his heart, asks, Who will ascend into heaven for 
us, and bring it to us? puts a question of unbelief. 

7 For he who thinks that one must ascend into heaven to bring Christ down, 
denies thereby that Christ has come in the flesh ; and he who supposes that one 
must descend into the lower world to bring Christ up from the dead, denies that 
He arose from the dead. This likewise against Hofmann, p. 486, according tao 
whom it is only meant to be said, that in order to produce Christ, an impossi- 
- bility—namely, an ascent into heaven, or a descent into the lower world—would. 
be requisite. Therein lies the folly, as if that which we have were at unattain- 
able distance. 


ROM. II. M 
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righteous. For against this view is the fact, in the first place, 
that in what Paul subjoins, ver. 9 ff, nothing at all is said of 
difficulty and facility ; secondly—and this is decisive—the fact 
that vv. 5-8 is to be a proof founded on Moses of the state- 
ment, rédos woyou Xpioros; but it is evident, that not from 
the facility of the Christian Sccavocvwn, but from its being essen- 
tially different from the old (the latter resting on doing, the 
former on faith), it follows that with Christ, the Mediator of 
the new Ssxcavocvvn, the voyos must have reached its end. 
This, too, in reply to Knapp, Ser. var. arg. IL p. 558 f£, who, 
besides the erroneous point of view of difficulty and facility, 
reads otherwise between the lines the most essential points 
of his interpretation. See, on the other hand, van Hengel, 
who, however, on his side assumes that Paul desired “ avocare” 
unsettled Jewish Christians “a salutis duce longe quaerendo, 
quum quisque, qui Christ communione utatur, per fidem in 
Deo positam possideat, quod, ut ex legis alicujus observatione, 
sic etiam alsunde afferri non possit.” The connection with ver. 4 
likewise tells against this view, as does also the circumstance 
that, if only the longe quaerere were the conception presented, 
it would not be easy to see why Paul should have inserted 
at all his explanations toi’ gots «.7.X., and why he should not 
have retained in ver. 7 the words of the LXX.: rls .Svamrepdoes 
Hpav eis 1o wépay THS Oaddoons. — pm elirns dy 7. xapd. cov] 
LXX.: Aéyav, Heb. 6X9, wherein, according to the connection 
(“It is not in heaven that one might speak,” etc.), the for- 
bidding sense «indirectly lies. This Paul expresses directly, 
because his quotation is severed from the connection of the 
original; and he adds éy 7. «apd. cov, because unbelief has its 
seat in the heart, and the expression “to speak in the heart” (as 
Ps, xiv. 1; Matt. iii. 9; Rev. xviii. 7) was very current in the 
mention of unholy thoughts and dispositions (Surenhusius, 
xatadxr., p. 479.) — ls ava. eis t. ovp.] Who will ascend into 
heaven ? In the sense of the apostle, the inquiry is one not ex- 
pressive of a wish (“utinam quis sit, qui nos e longinquo in 
viam salutis ducat,” van Hengel), nor yet of despair, but— 
correlative of that r@ auorevovrs in ver. 4, and opposed to the 
6 toimoas, ver. 5—the inquiry of wnbdelief, which holds the 
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appearance of Christ from heaven, te. His «nearnation, as 
not having taken place, and as an impossibility. Therefore 
Paul adds the Midrashistic interpretation: that expresses, that 
sionifies: in order to bring Christ down—this is the olyect, 
which is implied in dva8noerac ets 7. ovp., and by its addition 
Paul thus contributes a more precise explanation of the ques- 
tion (rotr’ éors: scilicet), namely, as respects its tendency, a8 
respects that at which it aims." Thus more exactly defined, 
the question would presuppose, that he who puts it does not 
believe that Christ has come out of the heavenly world and 
has appeared in the flesh (comp. viii. 3), &y ouosdpare avOpe- 
awov (Phil ii, 6, 7; comp. 1 John. iv. 2)? Following 
Melancthon, Castalio, Calvin, and others, Reiche thinks that 
unbelief in regard to the session of Christ on the right hand of 
God is meant. But if there were here a prohibition of the 
desire to behold with the eyes this object of faith (Reiche), 
the second question, which nevertheless is manifestly quite 
parallel, would be highly inappropriate ; for then an existence 
of Christ in the &8vecos would of necessity be an object of 
faith, which yet it is not at all Nor could we see why Paul 


1 Many others (Erasmus, Calvin, Cornelius a Lapide, Bengel, Usteri, Riickert, 
Gloéckler, etc.) regard reve’ ives as the ground of the prohibition, and that in 
the sense: that is just as much as, etc. So also Philippi: ‘‘ Righteousness is 
for me as distant and high as if it were in heaven and I must fetch it down 
from thence; . . . that is just as much as if thou wouldest bring down Christ 
from heaven, as if thou didst deny that He has already come down from heaven 
and become man;” and afterwards, ver. 7: that is jast as much as to deny that 
He has already risen from the dead. But it is mappropriate to conceive of 
righteousness itself as the imagined distant (and to-be-fetched) object, because 
righteousness itself is speaking, and because Paul names Christ Himself as the 
object to be fetched. Inappropriate, too, is the idea of allowing righteousness in 
any way to be represented as found in Hades, and brought up thence, from 
whence Christ, indeed, has not brought it with Him. To this connection 
belongs van Hengel’s view: ‘‘Haec quaerere nihil alind est quam Christum 
indigne tractare, tanquam e locis remotis, at salutis auctor sit, in terram revocan- 
dum.” In this case the Christum indigne tractare is imported. Further, it 
makes absolutely no difference to the sense of reve’ fees, whether it is written 
divided (Lachm., Tisch.) or united (reveser:r, Hofmann). The codd. yield no 
certain basis; see Lipsius, gramm. Unters. p. 181 ff. Tovre is the subject, and 
tees the copula of that which is to be predicated epexegetically of the subject. 

* The Xperty xarayeysiy presupposes the certainty of the personal pre- 
existence. Comp. Lechler, Apost. Zeit. p. 50. 
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should have said xataryayety in ver. 6, since the matter would 
in fact turn only on a seeing of Christ in heaven. Moreover, 
Paul, considering the freedom with which he handles this 
passage from Moses, would have transposed the two questions, 
in order to avoid the glaring historical prothysteron which 
occurs, if the first question refers to the session of Christ at 
the right hand of God, to which van Hengel also refers it. 
According to Gléckler, the question, Who will go up into 
heaven? means to ask, Who will accomplish redemption ? for 
the ascension was a necessary requisite for the Mediator; and 
therefore roir’ dors signifies: this would mean fo deny the 
ascension of Christ. Consistently, Glockler then understands 
the second question as, Who will (voluntarily) go into death ? 
this would mean to deny the death of Christ. But by this 
necessarily consistent view of ver. 7 the whole exposition is 
overthrown. For ver. 9 proves that ver. 7 refers to the resur- 
rection of Christ; nor did unbelief, in truth, deny the death 
of Christ, but took offence at it. Like Glockler, Lipsius, 
Rechtfertigungsl. p. 102 f., has essentially misunderstood both 
verses, and Riickert the question of ver. 7.—% Tis xataP. eis 
r. 48.;] The colon after # is to be omitted. The question 
is, in the sense of the apostle, likewise a question of unbelzef, 
and that in reference to the fact and the possibility of the 
resurrection of Christ é« vexpay (4.e. out of Scheol, aBvocos). 
The LXX., following the original, has: tis Siamepdoes Hpi eis 
TO Trépav THS Oaddoons; But Paul, in his typical reference to 
Christ, had sufficient cause and liberty, from the standpoint 
of the historical fulfilment, to put expressly, instead of aépay 
tis Oaxdoons, even without reflecting that the springs of the 
sea lie in the lowest depth of the earth (see Ewald, Jahrb. 
III. p. 112), the familiar contrast to heaven, eis 7. a8uccoy 
(Job xi. 8; Ps. cvii. 26, cxxxix. 8; Amos ix. 2; Ecclus. 
xvi. 18, xxiv. 5). For Christ is the object of justifying faith, 
not merely as He who came from heaven, but also as He who 
descended into Hades, and came up again thence, and rose from 
the dead.’ — ara Ti réyer 3] But what says i (the righteous- 

1 The descensus Christi is in any case the undoubted presupposition, which led 
Paul to substitute the words of our passage for those of the original. The 
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ness of faith)? An unexact contrast to y7 elmrys, ver. 6, as 
though previously the negation had stood with Aéyet, ver. 6 
(ody odtm réyeu eirré «.7.d.). The interrogative form serves 
“ad attentionem excitandam,” Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. p. 186. 
347. Comp. Gal. iv. 30.—éy T@ crop. o. we. ev T. Ko.) 
Epexegesis of éyyvs cov éorw.— rob? gore «.7.d.] This pia, 
so designated by the righteousness of faith, signifies the word 
of faith. The genitive 7. mior. is genit. objectt (comp. Acts 
xx, 32; Heb. v.13; Eph. i 13, vii 15; Gal ii. 2). Note 
here the two articles ; for that pjya intended by the righteous- 
ness of faith is not generally “a word of faith,’ whose con- 
tents desire to be believed as historical reality (as Hofmann 
takes it), but the definite specific xnpvypa, whose entire summary 
contents are faith in Jesus Christ ; comp. vv. 4, 9 ff.,i 5, 17. 
— «npiccopev| we preachers of the gospel. 

Ver. 9. Not a statement of the contents of the pia,’ but 
assigning the ground of the immediately previous tot’ gore 
TO pia Tis Tistews 5 Knpvoo.® The force of the argument lies 
in the fact that, in respect of the p7ja published by its preachers, 
confession and faith (mouth and heart) must be consentaneous 
in order to obtain salvation, which is what Moses also means 
of the pijua (ver. 8). — opor. ev Tr. ordu, cov] corresponds to 
éy T@ orp, gov (éore) in ver. 8, as afterwards alot. ev +. xapéd. 
cov to év 7, xapd. cov in ver. 8.—x«vpuv] as Lord (comp. 
1 Cor. xii. 3, vill. 6; Phil. 11.11). “In hac appellatione est 
summa fidei et salutis,’ Bengel. It refers to the question ris 
avaB. eis T. ovp., ver. 6; for the whole acknowledgment of the 
heavenly «vpiorns of Jesus as the cvvOpovos of God is con-' 
ditioned by the acknowledgment of the preceding descent from 
heaven, the incarnation of the Son of God; viii. 3; Gal iv. 


passage has therefore more probative force in favour of that doctrine than 
Giider, Lehre von der Erschein. Christi unter d. Todten, p. 20 f., is willing to 
accord to it. 

1 So van Hengel and others. But by es wieeses the Jawa in ver. 8 is already 
completely defined. 

2 Which is not with Hofmann to be leaped over, so that de: refers to iyyis 
oov ¢é Jaze lees, and introduces the reason why té is that we have this word so 
near, in the mouth and in the heart. Hofmann strangely objects to the view 
taken above, that not se, but yds, must then have been used. Why so? 
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4; Phil. ii. 6, e al. — *pyepev €x vexpey] corresponds to the | 
question of ver. 7. — awOyoy] corresponds to Syceras in ver. 6, 
but characterizes the latter, according to the doctrinal system 
of the apostle (i. 16, v. 9, 10, e¢ al.), as a deliverance from 
destruction to the Messianic salvation.—The confession of the 
mouth (of high essential importance for the relations of every 
time, and peculiarly of that time!) and faith in the heart are 
not separate things, as though one without the other had as 
its consequence the cwrnpia, but they are mutually dependent 
requisites, Comp. Knapp, p. 565 ffi — The resurrection of the 
Lord here appears, as suggested by ver. 7, and according to 
iv. 25 quite justly, as the, object of that faith which makes 
blessed. Without it, His death would not be the atoning 
death, 1 Cor. xv. 17, 18, nor would He Himself be the Son 
of God, i 4. 

Ver. 10. Elucidation of ver. 9. With weer. and opor Jesus 
is not to be supplied as subject (Hofmann), which is not 
even in accordance with the linguistic usage of the N. T., for 
1 Tim. 11. 16 has a singular poetical style; but the contents 
of the faith and of the confession are understood, according to 
ver. 9, entirely of themselves, “ With the heart, namely (yap), 
one believes unto righteousness, but with the mouth confesses unto 
salvation.” Inthe style of Hebrew parallelism the thought | 
is thus expressed: “ With the faith of the heart is united the 
confession of the mouth to the result that one obtains righteous- 
ness and salvation.” The righteousness obtained through faith 
would, forsooth, fall to the ground again, and would not be 
attended by salvation, if faith had not the vital force to pro- ~ 
duce confession of the mouth (which speaks out of the fulness 
of the heart); see Matt. x. 32; comp. 2 Cor. iv. 138. We 
have thus here no merely formal parallelism, but one framed 
according to the actual relation of the dispensation of salvation ; 
and in this case, moreover, Paul observes the genetic sequence 
in xapbla ... oropatt, because he is now no longer dependent 
on ver. 8. 

Ver. 11. Now, after that grand proposition: réAos vopyov 
Xpiores «.7.r. (ver. 4), has been proved from Moses himself 
(vv. 5-8), and this proof has received its confirmatory discus- 
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sion (vv. 9,10), Paul brings forward, as if for the solemn 
sealing of all this, once more that weighty word of Scripture 
which he has already adduced in ix. 33. But this scriptural 
saying (Isa. xxviii 16) now receives, with the object of closely 
connecting with it what is further to follow, the significant 
addition of the wntversal element ads (perhaps already with 
a regard to Joel iii. 5), which indeed is found neither in the 
LXX. nor in the Hebrew; but in the unlimited o mictevor 
in Isaiah, ground and justification for its appearance was found 
to the apostle’s mind, since he had the sacred historical fui/il- 
ment of the prophecy before his eyes, and therein its more 
particular definitive character. 

Ver. 12. Elucidation of was.— ov ydp éore Stact. *Iovd. 
te xal"EXX.] in respect, namely, to the bestowal of blessing 
on the believing, ver. 11. Comp. ii 22.— For the Lord of 
all is one and the same. This xvpios is Christ (Origen, Chry- 
sostom, Calovius, Wolf, Bengel, Bohme, Tholuck, Flatt, Riickert, 
de Wette, Fritzsche, Philippi, Hofmann, and several others), 
the avros of ver. 11, and the avpuos of ver. 13, who is neces- 
sarily identical with this avros. Were God intended (Theo- 
doret, Theophylact, Grotius, and many, including Ammon, 
Reiche, Kollner, Ewald, Umbreit, van Hengel, Krummacher), 
it would in fact be necessary first to suggest the Christian 
character of the demonstration (as Olshausen: “God in Christ”). 
— xvpwos wdyrov] comp. Phil ii. 11; Acts x. 36; Rom. xiv. 9. 
— Thovrwy} comp. Eph. iii, 8: “Quem nulla quamvis magna 
credentium multitudo exhaurire potest,” Bengel. Jn what He 
was rich, the Christian consciousness understood of itself; it 
is contained also in the previous caratoyuvOrjceras and in the 
subsequent cwOyjceras,—namely, in grace and salvation. Comp. 
v. 15, xi 33, and on 2 Cor. xiii 13.—eis mdvras] for all, 
Sor the benefit of all. See Bernhardy, p. 219; Maetzner, ad 
Lycurg. 85.— The calling wpon Christ, who nowhere in the 
N. T. appears as identical with the Jehovah of the O. T. (in 
opposition to Philippi), is not the worshipping absolutely, as it 
takes place only in respect of the Father, as the one absolute 
God; but rather worship according to that relativity in the 
consciousness of the worshipper, which is conditioned by the 
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relation of Christ to the Father (whose Son of like nature, 
image, partner of the throne, mediator and advocate on behalf 
of men, etc, He is). This is not imported as an Origenistic 
gloss (Philippi), but is necessarily founded on the dependence 
and subordination in which even the glorified God-man Christ, 
in virtue of His munus regiwm, stands in relation to the Father ; 
see on 1 Cor. ili. 23, xi. 3, xv. 28. Comp. Liicke, de cnvocat. 
J. Chr., Gott. 1843. He who calls upon Christ is conscious 
that he does not call upon Him as the absolute God, but as 
the divine-human Representative and Mediator of God exalted 
to the divine glory, in whom God’s adequate revelation of 
salvation has been given. To the mediatorial relation of 
Christ Hofmann also reverts.’ Comp. on Phil. ii. 10, 11; 
1 Cor. i 2. 

Ver. 13. Ground assigned for eis mdyras rods émuan, avror, 
ver. 12, and that with words of Scripture from Joel ii 5. 
This passage (LXX. ii. 32, closely following the LXX.) treats 
of the coming in of the Messianic era; hence Paul might refer 
xuplov, which in the original points to God, justly to Christ, 
who has appeared in the name of God, and continually rules 
as His Representative and Revealer, and Mediator, whose name 
was now the very specific object of the Christian calling on 
the Lord. That Paul writes not avrod, but «upiov, is from 
no particular motive (against Hofmann) ; he simply reproduces 
the words of Scripture, which he presumes to be well known 
and makes his own. 

Vv. 14-21. In order to realize this calling upon the Lord, 
proclaimers of the gospel had of necessity to be sent forth; 
nevertheless all did not obey the gospel; in which case 
neither does ¢his excuse avail, that they had not heard the 
preaching (ver. 18); nor ¢hat, that Israel did not recognise 
the universality of the preaching (ver. 19 ff.). Thus, following 
up 1-13, there is still further set forth the people’s own guilt 
in their exclusion. 

Vv. 14, 15. Introduction: Jn order now that men should 

* According to Hofmann, the promise attached to the calling on Jehovah is 


regarded by the apostle as valid in New Testament times, for those, and those 
only, who place their confidence of salvation on Jesus and thus call on Him. 
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call on the nanve of the Lord, it 1s necessary that they should 
have been believing, hearing, preaching, and that the sending forth 
of preachers should have taken place, which sending forth also 
the Scripture prophesies. The object of this introduction is 
not already to cut off every way of escape from the Jews 
(Chrysostom, Theodoret, and several others, including Kollner), 
for this is spoken of for the first time in ver. 18 ff; but 
the necessity of the cvanyjelical amootody is first of all to be 
established generally, in order then to make the disobedience of 
the Jews stand out swith the force of contrast. Grotius and 
Michaelis see in vv. 14, 15 a Jewish objection, which 
alleges that the gospel had not been preached to all the 
Jews in the world, etc.; Paul then answers in ver. 16 fff. 
But how unsuitably he would have answered! Must he 
not, before everything else, make good—what he only brought 
in at ver. 18—that all Jews had heard the announcement 
of the gospel? The objection here assumed is made by Paul 
himself in ver. 18.— ody] draws an inference from ver. 13: 
How shall they accordingly (in pursuance of the requirement 
of éwexadeto Oat contained in ver. 13) call on, etc.2 On the 
future of ethical possibility, see Winer, p. 262 [E. T. 348]. 
Important codd. and Lachm. have, instead of the futures, the 
deliberative subjunctive aorists: How should they, etc.? The 
attestation in the case of the different verbs, of which Tisch. 8. 
likewise reads the subjunctive forms, although he retains instead 
of dxovowowy the future form axovooyrat, is so unequal, that we 
can come to no decision. Comp. generally Lobeck, ad Phryn. 
p. 734 f. The subject to émixadécovtas x.7.r. is those who, 
according to the passage of Scripture in ver. 13, shall attain 
to salvation through calling on the name of the Lord; that to 
xnpvfovow and dmocrd., the xnpiocovres. The impersonal 
rendering (Fritzsche, de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Philippi, 
van Hengel, and several others) has against it the fact that 
«npv€. has not the same general subject as the foregoing verbs. 
— eis dv ovx érrict.| Him, on whom they have not become believing ; 
see Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 92.— mas 8¢ motevoovow x.7.r°] 
Rightly the Vulg.: “ Quomodo credent et, guem non audierunt.” 
ov is not an adverb of place (Hofmann); for thus after els dv 
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the symmetry of the discourse would only be heterogeneously 
disturbed. Nor can it denote de quo (Luther, Castalio, and 
many, including Philippi and van Hengel), since dxovew rivos 
in the sense of ax. 7repi twos, without a participle annexed, is 
entirely foreign both to the N. T. and to Greek prose (Xen. Mem. 
iii, 5. 9 is a case of attracted genitive); and in Homer only, 
Od. iv. 114, is the solitary instance of it found. See Kihner, 
II. 1, p. 309; Buttmann, Progr. wb. d. syntald. Verbind. der 
Verba aeovew and dxpodcba:, Potad. 1855, pp. 7, 12, and 
neut, Gr. p.144f. Just as little is the object, 2c. the contents 
of the preaching heard, meant by od, which would rather be 
expressed by év (Eph. iv. 21); but rather the speaking subject, 
who is listened to as he from whom the discourse proceeds 
vi. 20, vii 14; Luke ii 46, ¢ al.; Winer, p. 187 

[E. T. 249]), Christ being i in this case conceived of as speaking 
through His preachers (see the following); comp. Eph. ii. 17. 
On the general thought, comp. Plat. Rep. p. 327 C: 4 xai 
Sivatof dv, 5 8 bs, aweicas mr dxovovras ; — ywpis xnpioc.] 
without their having a preacher, apart from a preacher. Comp. 
Tittmann, Synon. p. 95; who, however, wrongly explains, ov 
mutevoavres TH KNpVCCoVTL, —amootadwct| Whence? Sia 
prparos @cov, ver. 17, informs us.—The form of the argument 
is a sorifes, and its conclusion: The appointment of evangelical 
heralds is the first condition in order to bring about the calling 
upon the Lord. This retrograde sorites thus leads us back to 
the source; and of the azocrody thus suggesting itself as 
primarily necessary, the prophetic confirmation from Isa. lit 7 
(not closely after the LXX.) isthen given. This “dulcissimum 
dictum” (Melanchthon), because it speaks of the message of 
blissful liberation from exile, therein possesses the Messianic 
character, as concerning the restoration of the theocracy; and 
therefore is legitimately’ understood by Paul—in connection 
with the Messianic idea and its historical fulfilment—as a 
prophecy of the evangelical preachers, These preach salvation 
(DiDY, meaning in Isaiah also not merely peace, but the theo- 
Comp. the Homeric wobdssedai cies, equivalent to wspi coos (Nagelsbach, 


Itias, p. 104, ed. 8). 
? Comp. Hengstenberg, Christol. II. p. 292. 
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cratic saving deliverance), preach good (31D); that is, still more 
generally, omne quod felix faustumque est, which is to be received 
through Christ, the accomplisher of the divine dominion. 
That the Rabbins also understood the passage in a Messianic 
sense, and in what way, see Wetstein—The opposite of the 
poetical: how pleasant are the feet (i.e. how welcome the arrival), 
etc., atiii 15; Acts v. 9; Neh. i 15; see Schaefer, ad Hur. Or. 
1217; Boeckh, Expl. Pind. p. 281; Wunder, ad Soph. EI. 
1357 £ p. 120. 

Ver. 16. ’AAX’] contrast to the prophetic saying of 
ver. 15: DBut— notwithstanding that accordingly the blessed 
sending forth of messengers of salvation did not fail to take 
place—all did not obey the message of salvation, all did not 
submit to the requirement (of faith), which the glad news 
concerning Messiah and His kingdom placed before them ; 
comp. iL 5, xvi. 26; 2 Thess. 1 8 With Theodore of 
Mopsuestia, who takes aAX’ ov «7... as a question (comp. 
Theodoret), Reiche thinks that aA)’. .. edayy. is an opponent’s 
objection, which Paul accordingly repels by the passage from 
Isaiah. Against this view the presence of the following ydp 
would not be decisive—it would rather be quite in its proper 
place in the reply (Herm. ad Viger. p. 829 ; Hartung, Parti- 
kell. L p. 473 £)—bnut vv. 18 and 19 (comp. xi. 1, 11), 
to which Reiche appeals, testify directly against it, because 
there Aéy@ is found. Fritzsche, following Carpzov, refers ov 
mavres to the Gentiles, of whom, however, although van 
Hengel also understands them to be intended in vv. 14, 15, 
nothing is said in the whole context; henee it is not to be 
even taken quite generally (Hofmann), but is to be referred 
textually to the Jews, of whom so many, notwithstanding that 
the lovely feet of the messengers of salvation came to tread — 
amongst them, yielded no result. The negative expression for 
this multitude is a dctotes, forbearing, but making it felt quite 
tragically enough, that the opposite of ov wdyres should have 
been found. Comp. tii 3: yriornoay twes.— ydp] prophetic 
confirmation of the sad phenomenon (ov mdyres «.7.X.), which 
thus, as already predicted, enters into the comnection of divine 
destiny, and is not an accidental occurrence. This Hofmann 
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misapprehends, extending the reference of the ydp to the 
following apa 4 wiortts «.7..., which is impossible on account 
of the apa commencing a new sentence, since Paul has not 
written ef yap ‘Hoalas déyet w.t.....dpa  wiots KTX., 
whereby to these latter words would fall the definition of the 
citation, as Hofmann thinks.—In the lament of the author of 
Isa. liii 1 (closely following the LXX., even with the xvpce 
added by them) over the unbelief of fis time in the prophetic 
preaching (axo7, see on Gal. iii. 2), Paul sees—and on account 
of the Messianic character of the entire chapter justly—a pro- 
phecy of the Jewish unbelief of Christian times in the Christian 
preaching. Comp. John xii. 38. Following Syr., Calovius, 
and others, Umbreit and Hengstenberg, Christol. IL p. 307, 
take dxon as the thing heard, i.e. “that which is announced to 
us through the word of God (by revelation).” But the very 
following 4 mloris é€ axons shows, that Paul did not wish 
to be understood as meaning the divine communication which 
the preacher received, but the preaching of that word heard 
by the listeners. The historic aorist corresponds closely to 
imyjxovcay. We may add that Theophylact rightly remarks : 
ro Tis avtl tod omdyion Keiras évtavOa’ touTéoTL ONiyoe 
émiorevoay, 

Ver. 17. Inference from the prophetic passage, with the 
view of substantially recapitulating what was said in ver. 14, 
and then pursuing the subject in ver. 18.— ao] the same 
as in ver. 16, the announcement, which is heard; comp. on 
John xii. 38. From this comes faith; the heard preaching of 
the gospel brings about in men’s minds faith on Christ ; but 
preaching ts brought about by God's behest (Luke iii. 2; Matt. 
iv. 4; Heb. xi. 3), set to work by the fact that God commands 
preachers to their office. Rightly have Beza, Piscator, Semler, 
Cramer, Fritzsche, Glockler, Tholuck, Baumgarten-Crusius, so 
understood pjya Oeod. For the ordinary interpretation of 
it, also followed by Hofmann, as the preached word of God, is 
incorrect for this reason, that according to it pjyua Oeov in 
point of fact would not be different from axon; and this pjya 
@cov does not point back to ver. 8, but to dmocradaoe in 
ver, 15, as the remaining contents of the verse show, so that 
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the signification saying obtains textually the more precise 
definition of its sense as behest. But when dxoy' has been 
taken in two different senses in ver. 16 and ver. 17,80 that in 
ver. 16 it signifies the preaching, but in ver. 17 the hearing 
(Riickert, de Wette, Philippi, according to whom the preaching 
is to be analysed into its two elements, the hearing and the 
word of God, comp. Tholuck); or when in &:2 frjyaros Oeod, 
instead of “ God’s word,” divine revelation has been substituted 
(Reiche, van Hengel, comp. Olshausen, who explains it as 
equivalent to Sia mvevpatos Geod): these are just makeshifts 
in order to separate the incorrectly assumed notion of pHua 
@cod from that of dxo7.2—How could Paul infer also 4 Se 
axon Sia phyatos Oeod from Isaiah? Certainly not from the 
mere address xvpce, but rather from the whole attitude of the 
prophet towards God, as it is expressed in xUpie . .. fucov,— 
an attitude in which the prophet stands as the servant and 
ambassador of God, so that God thus appears as He on whose 
saying, t.e. on whose command, the axo7 is preached. 

Ver. 18. A perhaps possible exculpation for the Jews is 
suggested by Paul as a spontaneous olyjection, and that in the 
form of a question to be negatived, and is then repelled with 
words from Scripture. “But I ask: Was it then in any way 
not possible for them to come to faith €€ axojs? The preach- 
ing surely did not remain unheard by them, surely did not fail 
to come at all to their ears?” The correct view is simply 
and clearly given by Chrysostom. Incorrectly Hofmann: After 
Paul has introduced the prophet as speaking, he leaps over to 
the saying something himself, which that prophetic saying 
suggests to him. Against this may be urged, (1) that not 
here for the first time, but already in ver. 17, it is Paul who 


' That dxeq may denote hearkening, listening to, is undoubted. See Plato, 
Theaet. p. 142 D; Diod. xix. 41. But more usually it denotes, even in the 
classics, either the faculty of hearing, or, as here, the thing heard. Comp. on 
Gal. iii. 2. 

3 In which they cannot succeed, however, for if éxeKs in fact could not bea 
hearkening in the abstract, but only the hearkening to the word of God (the 
gospel). So also, the thing heard would be even in itself the word of God ; 
therefore we are not to explain, with van Hengel : ‘id vero, quod auditum est, 
debelur patefactioni divinae.” 
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speaks ; (2) that he, in placing himself in contradistinction to 
the prophet, must have written not merely dAAa Aéyo, but 
GAN éyo Aéym ; (3) that arra A. is not to be taken, with Hof- 
mann, “ Well! then I say,” since in that case adArd would 
have the sense of agreement or concession (see Baeumlein, 
Partik. p. 16), which is suitable neither here nor in ver. 19." 
The daa is the quite customary aAAd of objection, which is 
made by oneself or in the name of the opponent; Baeumlein, 
p. 13.—On the following question: Surely 2¢ cannot be that 
they have not heard? observe that ov« is closely joined to 
qKoveay, expressing the opposite of 4xovoay (Baeumlein, p. 
277 £.; Winer, p. 476 [E. T. 642]; comp. 1 Cor. ix. 4, xi. 
22), and that the interrogative jy) supposes the negative answer : 
by no means has tt remained unheard by them, which negation 
of the ov« #xovcay implies the assertion of the #xovcay. — 
Axovoay| sc. THv axonv. The subject is those who remained 
unbelieving (ov mdvres tmrje., ver. 16), by whom Paul certainly 
means the Jews, although without expressing it directly and 
exclusively. The reference to the Gentiles (Origen, Calvin, 
Fritzsche, and others, including van Hengel and Krummacher) 
is quite foreign to the connection; comp. on ver. 15.— 
pevoowye| imo vero.” See on ix. 20. — els macav «.7..| from 
Ps. xix. 5 (close after the LXX.), where the subject spoken 
of is the universally diffused natural revelation of God; Paul 
clothes in these sacred words the expression of the going forth 
(eEjAGev, aor.) everywhere of the preaching of the gospel. 
Comp. Justin, c. Tryph. 42, Apol. i. 40.— 0 hOoyyos adrov] 
their sound, the sound which the preachers (to these, according 
to the connection, avray refers, which in the psalm refers to 
heaven, the handiworks of God, day and night) send forth 
while they preach. In the LXX. it is a translation of Dip, 
which some have understood, with Luther, as their measuring 
line (comp. Hupfeld), some, and rightly so, according to the 


1 Hofmann appeals without pertinence to Hartung, II. p. 85. For the pro- 
inde in challenges or exclamations is here entirely heterogeneous. 

2 Theodore of Mopsuestia aptly says: 8 psvevvys iwi Adoss xiggnras,... Atay 
ei Snvodp~sver, Comp. on the ais ot» introducing a correcting answer, Hermann, 
ad Viger. p. 845; Pflugk, ad Hur. Hec. 1261 ; Kithner, II. 2, p. 711. 
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parallelism, with the LXX., Symm., Syr., Vulg., and most 
expositors, as their sownd. — The answer pevoivye x.7.0. (in 
which, moreover, Paul does not adduce the passage from the 
Psalms as a quotation) confutes the eve Axovoay very forcibly, 
because it argues @ majori, and even applies to all the Jews 
of the dispersion. But the conclusion that, according to our 
present passage, the gospel had at that time actually penetrated 
everywhere (even to China, America, etc.), is simply an arrant 
mistake, contrary to the nature of the popularly poetical 
expression, although, in imitation of the older commentators, 
renewed by Lohe (v. d. Kirche, p. 34 f£), and Pistorius in the 
LInuther. Zeitschr. 1846, IL p. 40. The universal extension of 
the gospel (comp. Col. i 6, 23; Clem. Cor. i 5) set on foot 
by the apostles on a sufficiently large scale, is continually in 
course of development. Comp. xi. 25, 26. 

Ver. 19. A further possible exculpation,’ introduced in 
emphatic conformity with the preceding, and the repelling of 
it by means of scriptural declarations down to ver. 21. On 
GANG Theodore of Mopsuestia rightly observes: madd érépay 
avtTl@ecw éraye.— pn “Iopanr ov eyvw 3] surely tt did 
not remain unknown to the Israelites?? The “iz” to be sup- 
plied with éyyw (see Nigelsbach, z. Ziias, p. 120, ed. 3) is: drs 
eis Tacay thy viv éehedceras 6 POoyyos avTay «.7.r. This 
universal destination of the preaching of Christ expressed in 
ver. 18 must have been known by the Jews, for long ago 
Moses and also Isaiah had prophesied the conversion of the 
Gentiles—lIsaiah likewise, the refractory spirit of opposition 
thereto of the Jews (vv. 20,21). This reference of ove éyve 
alone (followed also by de Wette, Fritzsche, and Tholuck) flows 
purely in accordance with the text from what immediately pre- 
cedes, and is at the same time naturally in keeping with the 
contents of the corresponding biblical passages; for the con- 
version of the Gentiles and the universality of Christianity are 

1 The correctness of which would in turn weaken the blameableness pointed 
out in ver. 18. Comp. Chrys. 

3 Those previously meant (in opposition to Hofmann) are here expressly named 
—which indicates a climax of the increasing urgency of the question, and 
which is the more naturally suggested to Paul, since he has already in view a 
prophecy directed to the people in contrast to the Gentiles (ver. 21). 
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one; since the former was prophesied to the Jews, the latter 
could not be unknown to them ; and they could not therefore 
allege as the excuse for their unbelief: We did not know that 
Christianity is destined for the whole of humanity—the less 
could they do so, since Isaiah places before them the true 
source of their unbelief in their own spirit of resistance. The 
view of the passage which comes substantially nearest to 
ours, is that of Thomas Aquinas, Cornelius a Lapide, Piscator, 
Pareus, Toletus, Calovius, Turretine, Morus, Rosenmiiller, Koppe, 
Benecke, Kéllner, Ewald (comp. Tholuck), who supply with ov« 
é&yvw : that the gospel would pass over from the Jews to the Gen- 
tiles. So Pelagius and Theodore of Mopsuestia: 1rd rovs é 
COvay mpocerHpbas eis tHy evoéSevavy. But this is wrong, in 
so far as the object to be supplied is not purely borrowed from 
the preceding, but is already in part anticipated from what 
follows. Beza has vaguely and erroneously supplied Deum 
with éyvw; Reithmayr, on the other hand, thinks no object is 
to be supplied; while others imagine the gospel to be the 
object (“ Have they not learnt to know the gospel, in order to 
be able to believe in it ?”). So Chrysostom, Vatablus, Gomarus, 
Hammond, Estius, and several others, including Riickert, Ols- 
hausen, van Hengel, Beyschlag, Mangold, and, with a peculiar 
turn, Philippi also; similarly Hofmann and others, taking up 
the following wpa@ros (see below). In that case—against which 
there is no objection in itself—p "Iopayd ovx &yvm would be 
so complete a parallel to 7) ovx #xovoay in ver. 18, that here, 
as there, the gospel would have to be supplied. But as this is 
by no means necessary (in opposition to Hofmann)—-since it 
fully satisfies the symmetry of the discourse, if in both instances 
GANA Ey has its reference to what immediately precedes—so 
it is directly opposed by the fact, that the following reply begin- 
ning with wp@ros would not be suitable. For if we were to 
assume that Paul has given an indirect answer (“ when he 
shows that the Gentiles believe, he says : How should not, could 
not Israel have believed, if it had willed?” Olsh.), this would 
only be a makeshift, in which the answer would appear the 
more unsuitable in proportion to its indirectness, and still 
leave open the possibility of the ov« éyyw. Or if we were to 
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suppose with Riickert, that the thought is: “ Want of know- 
ledge is not the cause, but God is now putting into penal 
execution what He has threatened, and is allowing salvation 
to pass over to the Gentiles, in order thereby to convert the 
Jews to a better disposition,” the point of the éyv would not 
be entered into at all, and moreover, the essential part of the 
interpretation would simply be supplied by the reader. This 
objection is at the same time valid against van Hengel, 
according to whom it is to be made to appear from the following 
prophetic quotations that Israel had indeed known, but had 
shamefully despised, the gospel. Or if, finally, with Philippi, 
we are to say that the passages from the prophets contained 
not a refutation, but a substantiation, of the fact that verily 
Israel’ had rejected the gospel (which rejection lies in ov« 
éyvw), this would be inconsistent with the interrogative form 
with 4% (comp. on iii. 5), which necessarily presupposes the 
denial* of the ovx éyvmw (consequently the affirmative: éyve). 
In entire deviation from the views just given, Reiche thinks 
that "Iopa7r is accusative, and @eds to be supplied as subject. 
“Did not God recognise Israel for His people? How could 
He permit it to be so blinded and hardened?” It is decisive 
against this view, that to supply Qeds as subject, especially 
after ver. 18, is highly arbitrary, and that the following 
passages of Scripture would be quite inappropriate. — mparos] 
not in the sense of saporepos (which, regarded by itself, might 
indeed be the case according to the context ; see on John 1.15); 

* Philippi paraphrases : ‘‘Is it conceivable that Israel precisely, the chosen 
people of God, did not recognise the Messianic cwrnpia destined in an especial 
manner for it, or the preaching thereof, while yet the Gentiles attained to this 
knowledge?” ‘*The adduced passages from the prophets show now that there 
was by no means any cause of wonder over this fact, for thus exactly it had been 
predicted in the divine word,—namely, that the Gentiles would accept, but 
Israel would reject, the salvation.” 

3 Philippi, indeed, in eds. 2 and 8, proposes, in the event of the denial of 
the question being retained,—which, however, he does not concede,—the 
expedient, that then the prophetic passages might serve to prove that the fact of 
the prophecy, which appeared in itself incredible, had nevertheless occurred in 
correspondence therewith. But the contents of this thought would be invented, 
not gathered from the language ; and self-contradictory besides, for the no would 
be involved in the question, and in spares x.¢.4. the yes, which had yet occurred 
in accordance with prophecy. 

ROM. IL N 
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but, since Moses is quoted, with whom the testimony of God 
in the O. T. begins: as the first (who in Scripture comes for- 
ward in opposition to this) speaks Moses. Of the later testi- 
monies of Scripture, Paul then contents himself with adducing 
only the bold divine utterances of Isaiah. Theodore of 
Mopsuestia well gives it: ev00s Mavons. Wetstein, Michaelis, 
Storr, Flatt, Hofmann, connect wp@ros with ove é&yvw. But 
the supposed sense: “ Did not Israel first learn to know it 
' (the gospel) ?” or, as Hofmann expresses it: “ Was it possibly 
to stand in such a position, that Israel did not obtain the first 
experience of it?” must have been expressed without py.) — 
éyo trapatl. x.7.r.| Deut. xxxii. 21, almost exactly after the 
LXX. God there, in the song of Moses, threatens the idolatrous 
Israelites, that He on His part (éy#) will bless a Gentile people, 
and thereby incite the former to jealousy and to wrath, as 
they had incited Him by their worship of idols. Paul recog- 
nises in this—according to the rule of the constancy of the 
divine ways in the history of the development of the theocracy 
—a type of the attaining of the Gentiles to participation in 
the communion of God’s people, whereby the jealousy and 
wrath of the Jews will be excited. —ém’ ode vec] DY N03, 
an respect to a not-people; for only the people of God was the 
real one, the people corresponding to the divine idea of a 
‘people; every other is the negation of this idea. Comp. ix. 
25; 1 Pet. i. 10. On the connection of ov with nouns, 
cancelling the notion objectively, see Hartung, Partikell. II. 
p. 129; Grimm on 2 Mace. iv. 13. Often found in Thucy- 
dides (Kriiger on i. 137. 4). On énré, over, on the ground, 
that is, on accownt of, comp. Demosthenes, 1448. 4: aapofur- 
Oévrav émt Te yeyevnpévy, Polyb. iv. 7. 5.—dovvérq]) ri yap 

' By taking wperes with Zy»w, there would result the quite preposterous sense 
of the question: Surely it is not possibly the case that Israel first remained 
unacquainted with it ¢ i.e. that the Israelites were the first to whose knowledge 
the gospel had not come? Hofmann groundlessly refers to Buttmann, nent. 
Gr. p. 214, and explains as though ex did not qualify tyxm, but wpares, as 
though consequently Paul had said : pA "Iepanr ob awpiores Tyve; This would be: 
Surely Israel has not experienced it only in the second place (the Gentile world in 
the first)? With strange incorrectness, Hofmann says that, according to our way 
of taking wpaiees, sJesv should stand instead of Aéysu. Moses speaks and writes 
(ver. 5) still at this day as wpores in the O. T. 
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‘EAAnvav douverarrepov Eidos nai AiOois mpooKexnvotwyr ; 
Theophylact. Comp. i. 21. 

Vv. 20, 21. 4é] marking the transition to another prophet, 
as at ix. 27. — daroroApa x. Aéyee] 1s emboldened and says. The 
latter is the immediate consequence of the former; hence here 
not a Hebraizing mode of expression for the adverbial notion 
(he freely speaks out), but atroroAp. is absolute (Hom. Ji. x. 232, 
xii. 51, ¢ al.). Comp. Winer, p. 437 f. [E. T. 588 f£]; Butt- 
mann, p. 249; and see Maetzner, ad Antiph. p. 173; Hom. 
Il. i. 92: Odponoe cat nida pdyriu. — amotoApa) éBiacato 
yuuvny eirev rv adjOeay Kal Kwduvedoar } aTroowrioat, 
Theophylact. Yet the prophet of bold speech is represented as 
present, a8 previously Moses in Aéye. The citation is Isa. 
lxv. 1, freely from the LXX., and with undesigned transposition 
of the two parallel clauses. According to its historical sense, 
the passage refers to the Jews’ who had become apostate from 
God through immorality and idolatry, on whose behalf the 
prophet has just begged for grace, to which entreaty Jehovah 
begins His answer by reminding them how He had given 
Himself to be found, and revealed Himself with prevenient 
undeserved kindness to the faithless people. But in the 
apostate Israel, which was in fact sunk into an tdolatrous 
condition (see esp. Isa. lxiv. 6, lxv. 3 ff), and in the relation 
to it which Jehovah here affirms of Himself, Paul sees a 
typical representation of the Gentile world, which (as a@eot év To 
xdopm, Eph. ii. 12) did not concern itself about God, but to 
which God has given Himself to be found, and (epexegetic 
parallel) to be recognised in His self-revelation (through the 
gospel). The Gentiles have accepted this prevenient divine 
compassion, but Israel in its obstinate apostasy has resisted it ; 
hence Paul continues in ver. 21 with mpos 5é roy ’Iapasr 
Aéyer. The latter clearly indicates that Paul really found in 
ver. 20 the prophetic reference to the Gentile world (of which 
Israel is the opposite); and not, as Hofmann with strict 
adherence to the historical sense of the original supposes, the 
Sruttlessness of the divine long-suffering towards Israel, which 

1 Not to the Gentiles pace Vitringa, Philippi). See, on the other hand, 
Delitzach on Isa. 
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justifies God's dealing if He now rests not until He has requited 
ats disobedience. According to this interpretation, wpos tov 
’Iopan® would have been already said in ver. 20, against which 
view ver. 21 testifies. — evpéOnv] not: “I have allowed myself 
to be found” (Reiche and others), but: J have been found. 
On the sense, comp. Acts xvii 27; and on the connection of 
evp. and ud. éyev., Wisd. i 1 f. The aorisés are, in the sense 
of the apostle, to be understood of that which has taken place 
in the Christian present. — rots éué ur) éwepwt.] who inquired 
not of me, namely, respecting revelation; comp. Ezek. xx. 1 ; 
Dem. 1072. 12. — Ver. 21. apes] not adversus (Erasmus, 
Beza, Calvin, Piscator, Toletus, Grotius, Cramer, Koppe), since 
in itself—without a more special indication of the text which 
would yield the hostile sense—it denotes only the simple 
placing in contrast. Hence, either: in reference to Israel 
(Estius, Wolf, Ch. Schmidt, and others, including Tholuck, de 
Wette, Fritzsche, Philippi), like Heb. i 7, 8, Luke xii. 41, 
xx. 19; or, “an the case of Israel He declares” (Kollner, 
Riickert, Ewald, and others, following Lutherand Vulg.). The 
former view, which is adopted also by van Hengel, is to be 
preferred for this reason, that 5é introduces a contrast, not 
with those to whom the previous passage was directed, but 
with those to whom it refers in respect of its figurative appli- 
cation. — Aéyer] Isaiah, namely. That he speaks in the name 
of God, is understood of itself. — Srnv rihv Hep.) the whole day, 
like viii. 36. Expresses the unremitting nature of the love. — 
atreO, x. aytiAéyovta] present participle, denoting the continu- 
ance of the conduct. dyriAéy. is not to be explained, with 
Grotius, Reiche, Fritzsche, van Hengel, and most, as to be 
refractory, which it does not mean, but zo contradict. The 
Jews—although God stretched out His saving hands towards 
them from early morning till evening (comp. Prov. 1 24)—are 
disobedient, and say: We will not! Comp. Matt. xxiii. 37; 
Tit. 1. 9; 3 Macc. ii 28; Lucian. D. M. xxx. 3; and see on 
John xix. 12. Also in Achilles Tatius, v. 27 (in opposition 
to Kypke and Fritzsche), avriAéyey is conceived as contradic- 
tion; as also avtiroyla, Heb. xii. 3. Note how opposed the 
passage is to absolute predestination, and particularly to the 
Calvinistic “voluntas beneplacit: et signi.” 
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CHAPTER XI. 


Ver. 1. After +. Aadv adrot, A D* 8** and some Fathers have 
ov xrposyvw. So Lachm. in brackets. An addition from ver. 2. 
— Ver. 2. After "Iopa4a Elz. has Aéywy, against decisive evi- 
dence. — Ver. 3. ra dvoimor.| Elz.: xa} rd duc, against so im- 
portant witnesses, that xa/ would appear a connective addition. 
Comp. the LXX.— Ver. 6. The addition in Elz., s? 35 & gpyay, 
ovxers ior) ydpics éral vd Epyov obxérs éoriy Epyov, Is wanting in A C D 
EFG Pxs*, 47, Copt. Sah. Arm. Vulg. It. Dam. Rufin., and all 
the Latin Fathers, An old interpolation (found already in 
BL s**, Syr. Arr. Chrys.), with a view to the completion of 
the proof; rejected by Erasmus, Grotius, Wetstein, Griesbach, 
Scholz, Lachm.; adopted, indeed, by Tisch. 7, but again omitted 
in ed. 8; after Beza, Bengel, Matthiae, Rinck, defended most 
thoroughly by Fritzsche and Reiche (in opp. to his Comment- 
ary) in the Comment. Crit. I. p. 68 ff. But considering the 
preponderance of the opposing testimony, the completely 
superfluous character of the proposition in the argument, and 
the anomalous form in which the words appear in the principal 
Codex which contains them (B: ¢ ab && tpyay, obxirs ycpig ere? rd 
épyov odxiss ‘orw xeépis), and also the other variations in detail 
(see Tisch. 8), the defences of them are not convincing. See 
also van Hengel. The argument for retaining them, on the 
ground that an interpolator would have framed them more 
closely in conformity with the first half of the verse, is weakened 
by the fact that very ancient authorities have ¢criv instead of 
yiveres also in the first half of the verse. — Ver. 7. rodro| Elz.: 
rourov, against decisive evidence, Anemendation in accordance 
with the usual construction. — Ver. 13. yép] Lachm., Tisch. 8: 
 8#, according to AB PRs, min. Syr. Copt. Damasc. Theodoret. 
MS. ;‘C has ody; Aeth. utr. no particle. With such divided tes- 
timony, é is the best supported, and to be preferred; it came to 
be glossed by more definite particles. — «iv] is wanting in D E 
F G, min., which was occasioned by the apparent absence of 
reference for the wiv. Lachm., Tisch. 8: «ix odv, according to 
ABCPR, Copt., which has therefore the external attestation 
decidedly in its favour, but is to be explained from the fact 
that the unrelated «iv was glossed by ow (a new sentence was 
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commenced with £9’ cov); therefore these authorities indirectly 
pass over to the side of the otherwise weakly accredited Recepta. 
— Ver. 17. sis ping xai] This xe/ is wanting in B C x*, Copt. 
Omitted by Tisch. 8; but how easily it might be suppressed, 
owing to the homocoteleuta! In D* F G, codd. It. Ir., rig pifng 
is also wanting from the like cause. — Ver. 19. xAddo] So Rinck, . 
Scholz, Lachm., Tisch. 8, according to decisive testimony. But 
Elz. and Tisch. 7 have oi xAddo, the article being mechanically 
introduced in imitation of rav xAdéw, vv. 17, 18. Were of ori- 
ginal, and had it been desired through its omission to designate 
the sits rav xAddov in ver. 17 (Matth., Fritzsche), it would have 
more readily occurred to the mechanical tendency of copyists 
to insert rwé¢ instead of of. — Ver. 20. tpnrogpéves] Lachm. and 
Tisch. 8: ina ppéver, according to A Bw. Resolution of the 
word—which is only found besides in 1 Tim. vi. 17—into its 
elements in conformity with xii. 16. — Ver. 21. w4xw;] is want- 
ing in ABC PR, min, Copt. Damasc. Ruf. Aug. Omitted by 
Lachm. and Tisch. 8. But the offence which was taken partly 
at the apparent unrelatedness of syrws (which is therefore 
exchanged in Or. for xéop mua&drrov and «xéop wager), partly 
at the following future, readily induced the omission. For 
geionras, Which Elz. has instead of ¢gsicsras, is very feebly sup- 
ported by evidence, and has manifestly come in in accordance 
with the original zyzw;; wrongly defended anew by Rinck. 
See the exegetical notes; comp. also Beng. Apparat. Crit.— 
Ver. 22. In the second clause Lachm. and Tisch. have, instead 
of droroiayv, aworouia, and instead of ypnorirnra, ypnorirns Ox0v; 
the former according to A B C x*, 67**®, Or. Damasc. ; the latter 
according to ABC D* (x has ypnorérnrog cod), 67**, Arm. Or. 
Eus. Damasc. Rightly; the common reading is a hasty gram- 
matical emendation. 103, too, bears, in its belonging to the 
reading xypnorérns, the stamp of genuineness, — Ver. 25. xap 
iavr.| Lachm. and Tisch. 7: éy éaur., according to A B, Damase. 
The latter is to be preferred (xep’ saur. was introduced through 
a comparison of xii 16), and it explains, too, the origin of the 
bare iavrots in F G; for by the omission of the N the preposi- 
tion would easily come to be dropped. — Ver. 30. imus%] Elz., 
Scholz: xa/ ips%, against decisive evidence. — Ver. 31. Before 
snd. B D* 8, Copt. Dam. have viv; so Lachm. in brackets, and 
Tisch. 8. Inappropriate addition, arising from misconception, 
instead of which some min. have vorepov.— Ver. 32. rove rdvrac] 
Instead of the first +. #., D. Ir. e¢ al. have ra wévrc, and FG 
wavra, Also Vulg. It. express the neuter, which, however, is 
taken from Gal. iii 22. 
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ConTENTS :—After the humiliation hitherto expressed, there 
now follows the consolation in respect to the exclusion of a 
large part of Israel. (1) God has not cast off His people, but 
has allowed a part of them, according to a gracious election, to 
attain to salvation, and has hardened the remainder, vv. 1-10. 
(2) Yet God wills not their final destruction; nay, their un- 
belief subserves the salvation of the Gentiles, and their con- 
version will have yet more happy consequences. This is 
matter for hope, and the Gentile Christians may not therefore 
give way to self-exaltation, vv. 11-24. (3) For the hardening 
of a portion of the people will last no longer than until the 
whole of the Gentiles have become Christians; and then 
Israel will obtain salvation, vv. 25-32. How unfathomable 
are the riches, wisdom, and knowledge of God! To Him be 
glory ! vv. 33-36. 

Ver. 1. Aéyw ov] corresponds to the twofold adAAd Aéyo, 
x. 18, 19, but so, that now this ¢hird interrogative Aéyw is 
introduced in an inferential form. In consequence, namely, 
of what had just been clearly laid down in x. 18 ff, as to the 
guilt of resistant Israel in its exclusion from salvation in Christ 
—over-against the Gentiles’ acceptance of it—the difficult 
question might arise: Surely God has not cast off His people? 
Surely it is not so tragic a fate, that we must infer it from that 
conduct of the people?* Paul states this question, earnestly 
negatives it, and then sets forth the real state of the matter. 
The opinion of Hofmann, that the apostle starts this question 
because the scriptural passages x. 18 ff. show that wv 18 to be 
negatived, is the consequence of his incorrect interpretation of 
. those scriptural sayings, and is confuted by the fact that the 
negation is first given and supported in what follows, not drawn 
JSrom what precedes, but made good by a quite different scriptural 
proof, ver. 2.— 4%) a@mwcato «.7.d.] Comp. Ps. xciv. 14, xev. 
3; 1 Sam. xii. 32; on the form, see Winer, p. 86 [E. T. 111]. 
Reiche thinks, but erroneously, that the question is not expressed 


1 Namely, as a divine measure of retribution taken in consequence of their 
spirit of resistance to the message of salvation preached to them. The divine 
act of casting off from Himself is not viewed as the cause (against this is x. 21), 
but as the penal consequence, of the disdaining God's loving will. 
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sharply enough, and that dravrais to be supplied. "Azracato 
has in truth the emphasis, and is placed first on that account ; 
so that Paul’s simple idea is, that the casting off of God’s 
people, exclusion from the divine decree of the bestowal of 
salvation, recall of this destination to salvation, may not be in- 
ferred from what has gone before. Rightly, too, Bengel remarks: 
“Ipsa popult ejus appellatio rationem negandi continet.” This 
ratio negandt is then, in ver. 2, additionally strengthened by 
dy mrpoéyvw.— The 7 yévoero expresses horror at the arracarto, 
not at the Aéyw (van Hengel), as though Paul had written 
simply amacaro without p7}.— nat yap éyw «.1.r.] For I also, 
etc., expresses the motive for yu) yévotro! For Paul, as a true 
Israelite of patriotic feeling, cannot, in virtue of his theocratic 
self-esteem, admit that dawcaro, but can only repel the 
suggestion with abhorrence. Comp. de Wette and Baumgar- 
ten-Crusius. A peculiar proof of the ov« ama@caro was yet 
to follow. Usually it is thought that Paul proves the negation 
by his own example, since he in truth was not cast off. So 
also Philippi. But apart from the consideration, that the 
example of a single elected one, however highly favoured,’ 
would be far from convincing, we see no reason why Paul 
should have added é« ozépp. ’ABp., dur. Beviay.; moreover, 
it appears from ver. 2, where he defines the negation, em- 
phatically reiterates it, and then confirms it from Scripture, 
that he did not intend till ver. 2 to adduce the argument 
against the a@zrwcaro, which he had only provisionally rejected 
in ver. 1. Without the least indication from the text, Hof- 
mann introduces into «. éyw the reference: Even I, the apostle 
entrusted with the calling of the Gentile world (which is sup- 
posed to imply a sealing of the sacred historical call of Israel); 
even I, as once upon a time a persecutor, deserving of rejection. 
—é« orépp. ’ABp., pur. Beviap.] added, in order to exhibit 
the just and genuine privileges of his birth. Comp. Phil. 
iii, 5; Acts xiii 21; Test. XII. Patr. p. 746 ff. The tribe 
of Benjamin was in truth, along with that of Judah, the 
theocratic core of the nation after the exile. Es. iv. 1, x. 9. 


1 Theodore of Mopsuestia asks: was yap oloy. .. ot fy kwavaclas réy Orer cov 
bel £9 wierts erprovdusrer xal wipi cadens Gidaexiiy Umiexrvoupsrer iripous 5 
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Ver. 2. “Ov apoéyvo] An element which renders the im- 
possibility of am@caro at once palpable; comp. ver. 29. 
Others take it as a limiting definition, roy A. avrod dv mp. being 
understood of the spiritual people of God destined to the 
Christian salvation (Origen, Augustine, Chrysostom, Luther, 
Calvin, and others, including Heumann, Semler, Rosenmiiller, 
Flatt, Glockler). But against this view it is decisive that 
t. Nady avr. in ver. 1, without any limitation, denotes the 
Jewish nation, and consequently Paul himself would now 
completely disarrange the point in question ; the whole chapter 
has for its subject, not the spiritual Israel, but the fate of the 
nation in respect to the salvation of Messiah. Hence, too, 
we are not to supply, with Philippi, p. 554, after 6v rpoéyvw 
the limitation: as seminary of the spiritual o7réppa. — The 
sense of mpoéyyw has been understood as variously as in viii. 
29, but is to be taken just as there: God knew His people as 
such beforehand, before it actually existed; that is to say, it 
was to Him, to whom the whole future development of sacred 
history was present in His pretemporal counsel and plan, 
known and certain: Israel is my peculiar people! And con- 
sequently God cannot have afterwards rejected Israel; for this 
would in truth presuppose that which is inconceivable with God 
(comp. Acts xv. 18), and irreconcilable with the duerd@erop rijs 
BovAjs abdrod (Heb. vi. 17), namely, that He had been deceived 
in His apoéyvw; comp. ver. 30 ff. To suppose the qualitas 
mala of the people as that which God foreknew (van Hengel) is 
inadmissible, for the reason that rpoyvwors must be the premiss 
of the mpoopifew of the people of God (comp. viii. 29); hence, 
too, it is not to be objected, with Hofmann;’ against our view, 
that God would surely have been able to foresee the fact that, 
and the time when, His people would cease to be His people. 
—h ov« ofdare «.7.d., down to ver. 4, adduces a proof for 
oux amwoaro from an historical example of Scripture, according 
to which a case analogous to the present of the resistance of 


1 Who also here (comp. on viii. 29) takes spelyvw as an act of the will, by 
which God has beforehand constituted Israel what it, in accordance therewith, 
actually became. This would amount to the notion of the wpesropsé{uv in the 
divine decree (comp. Eph. ii. 10). 
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the people to God had once occurred, but God has made the 
declaration that He had (not indeed cast off His people, but) 
reserved to Himself, in the midst of the depravity of the 
mass, a number of faithful ones. So (ver. 5) too now there 
has taken place, not a rejection of the people, but rather a 
gracious election out of the people. — év ’Hdia] belongs to 
ré Néeyet, but is not: de Elia (Erasmus, Luther, Beza, Calvin, 
Piscator, Castalio, Calovius, and others), which would be lin- 
guistically erroneous, but: in the passage treating of Elias. 
Comp. Thue. i. 9. 3, where év tod canmrpov dua tH mapadoce 
elpnxey means: at the passage, where he (Homer) treats of the 
yielding of the sceptre, he has said, ete. Very prevalent is this 
mode of quotation in Philo, and also in the Rabbinical writ- 
ings (Surenhusius, xatadd. p. 493). Comp. also Mark xii 
26; Luke xx. 37, but not Heb. iv. 7.—ds édvruyy. 7. 8. 
xara tT. ’Iopand] dependent on ov« ofSare, as a more precisely 
defining parallel of év "HA. ri Aéyes 9 yp. Comp. Luke vi. 4, 
xxii, 61; Acts xi. 16, xx. 20, e¢ al.; Goller and Kriiger on 
Thue, i 1.1. On évruyyavew (viii. 27, 34; Heb. vii. 25), 
with dative of the person concerned (frequently in Plutarch, 
Polyb., Lucian, etc.), comp. Acts xxv. 24; Wisd. viii 21, xvi 
28. On xard (accusing), comp. 1 Mace. viii. 32; 2 Mace. 
iv. 36. 

Ver. 3. 1 Kings xix. 10, 14, freely from the LXX. — azréer.] 
The Israelites, namely, under Ahab and Jezebel. 1 Kings 
xviii. 4, xiii, 22. — xaréoxay.] have thoroughly destroyed, have 
razed. Comp. Soph. Phil. 986: Tpotay .. . xatacxdyat, 
Eur. Hee. 22 (of the domestic altar); Dem. 361. 20; Plut. 
Popl. 10; 2 Mace. xiv. 38 (16 @votacrnpiov). — Tra Ovotacr. ] 
On the plural, as the temple in Jerusalem was the place 
exclusively destined for worship, the view of Estius suffices: 
“Verisimile est, Eliam loqui de altaribus, quae passim in 
excelsis studio quodam pietatis Deo vero erecta fuerant; 
maxime postquam decem tribus regum suorum tyrannide pro- 
hibitae fuerunt, ne Jerusolymam ascenderent sacrificii causa. 
Quamvis enim id lege vetitum esset [see Lev. xvii 8, 9; 
Deut. xii. 13, 14] ac recte fecerint Ezechias et Josias, reges 
Judae, etiam ejusmodi aras evertendo, tamen impium erat eas 
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subvertere odio cultus Dei Israel.” Comp. Grotius, also Keil, 
on the books of Kings, p. 262, Archdol. 1. § 89. — darenreip0. 
povos] in the sense of Elias: alone of the prophets; but 
according to the application designed by the apostle, as ver. 4 
shows: as the only one of Thy faithful. But in this case we 
are not to assume, as Hofmann and others wish to do, that Paul, 
in order to suggest this sense,‘has transposed the original order of 
the two clauses of the verse—which is rather to be regarded as 
accidental ; and this, considering the freedom of citation other- 
wise used, we need the less hesitate about, since Paul could 
not, even in the original order, see the reference of the verse 
which was in his thoughts to be excluded. — On {nrew +. wry. 
rivos, to seek after one’s life, see on Matt. ii. 20. 

Ver. 4. "AAAd] But, although Elijah complained that he had 
been left sole survivor.—o ypnuaticpos] the divine oracular 
utterance (replying to this accusation). Found here only in 
N. T. (in the Apocrypha, 2 Macc. ii. 4, xi. 17) ; but see Diod. 
Sic. i 1, xiv. 7, and Suicer, Zhes. II. p. 1532; and respecting 
xenuatito, on Matt. ii. 12.— xaréduroy x.7.A.] 1 Kings xix. 
18, with free deviation, bearing on his object, both from the 
LXX. and from the original. Itmeans: J have left remaining, 
so, namely, that they are not slaughtered with the rest. Comp. 
Xen. Anad, vi 3..5: dxrd povovs xarédcroy (superstites, vivos 
reliquerunt); 1 Macc. xiii 4. Hofmann incorrectly takes 
xatér, as the third person plural, having the same subject as 
améxrewav. A groundless departure from the Hebrew text and 
from the LXX., according to which God is the subject. And 
it is God who has guided and preserved those who remained 
over. — €uaur@] te. to myself as my property, and for my 
service, in contrast to the idolatrous abomination. — oitives 
K.T.r.] ita comparatos ut, etc.—yovv] Not a knee has been 
bowed by them; hence the singular, comp. Phil. ii. 10. — 77 
Badan] Dative of worship. Bernhardy, p. 86. Comp. xiv. 
11. The Phoenician divinity 5y2, the adoration of which 
was very widely diffused (Keil, § 91) amongst the Jews, 
especially under the later kings, though not of long subsist- 
ence (see Ewald, Alterth. p. 304), is most probably to be re- 
garded as the sun-god (Movers, Phoniceer, I. p. 169 ff; J. G. 
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Miiller in Herzog’s Encyklop. IL. p. 639 f.), not as the planet 
Jupiter (Gesenius in the Hall. Encyklop. VIIL p. 384 ff). It 
is remarkable—seeing that 5y3 (according to different local 
and ritual forms also in the plural) is a masculine noun— 
that in the LXX. and in the Apocrypha it has sometimes, and 
most frequently, the masculine article (Num. xxii. 41; Judg. 
ii. 13; 1 Kings xvi. 31, e¢ al.), sometimes the feminine (Zeph. 
i 4; Hos. ii 8; 1 Sam. vii. 4; always in Jer.; Tob. 1 5, 
et al.). That the LXX: should have thought $y to be of the 
common gender, and to denote also Astarte (Reiche), is not 
probable for this reason, that in the LXX. not merely are the 
masculine Baal and Astarte often mentioned together (Judg. 
ii. 13, x. 6, e¢ al.), but also the feminine Baal and Astarte 
(1 Sam. vii. 4). The view that the feminine article was 
assioned to Baad contemptuously (Gesenius, in Rosenmiiller’s 
Repert. I. p. 139), as also Tholuck and Ewald, Alterth. p. 302, 
assume, finds no sufficient support—seeing that Sy: was a 
very well known divinity——in the feminine designation of 
idols unknown to them in the LXX. at 2 Kings xvii 30, 
31; cannot be justified by comparison of the Rabbinical de- 
signation of idols as Mi7-X; and cannot be made good in the 
particular passages where the LXX. have the masculine or the 
feminine. To refer the phenomenon solely to an opinion of 
the LXX., who held Sy3 to be the name of a god and also that 
of a goddess, and therefore, according to the supposed connec- 
tion, used now the masculine and now the feminine article — 
the latter particularly, where the-word occurs along with 
ninnvy (Fritzsche), as in Judg. ii. 13, x. 6, 1 Sam. vii. 4,—is 
improbable in itself (because of the znity of the Hebrew name), 
and cannot be maintained even in passages like Judg. iii. 7, 
2 Kings xxi. 3 (comp. with 1 Sam. xii 10; Hos. 11. 10, 15), 
without arbitrariness. An historical reason must prevail, and 
it appears the most feasible hypothesis that Baal was con- 
ceived as an androgynous divinity (Beyer, ad Selden. de Diss 
Syr. p. 273 £., Wetstein, Koppe, Olshausen, Philippi), although 
more precise historical evidence is wanting. The feminine 
article has been also explained by supplying a substantive 
(etxove by Erasmus, Luther, Beza, Grotius, Bengel, and others ; 
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orndn by Glass, Estius; Opnoxeia by Cramer; even dayudre 
by Drusius, after Tob. 1. 5, but see Fritzsche on Tob.); but this 
is both erroneous and arbitrary, because at least the expression 
must have run 77 Tod Badan, since Sy3 has always the article. 
This linguistic incongruity van Hengel avoids only by the pre- 
carious conjecture that 1) Bdad signifies the column of Baal, and 
o Baad the god Baal—We have to remark, moreover, that the 
LXX. have in our passage the masculine article; but Paul, 
acquainted with the use also of the feminine article, has, in 
quoting from memory, changed the article. According to 
Fritzsche and Ewald, he had found 79 in his copy of the 
LXX.; but 77 is now found only in more recent codd. of 
the LXX., into which it has found its way merely from our 
passage. 

Ver. 5. In this way, corresponding to this Old Testament 
historical precedent, therefore (in order to make the application 
of vv. 3, 4), there has been (there has come into existence, 
and actually existe—wperfect) also in the present time, in con- 
sequence of an election made out of grace, a remnant, namely, a 
small part taken out of the hardened mass of the people, «e. 
the comparatively insignificant number of believing Jews, whom 
God's grace has chosen out of the totality of the people. It is 
related to the latter as a remainder (Herod.i119; 2 Kings 
xix. 4) to a whole, from which the largest part is removed 
(vv. 3, 4, ix. 27, 29), notwithstanding Acts xxi. 20. The 
point of comparison is the notion of the Aeiupua in contrast to 
the remaining mass; the latter in the typical history has 
perished, but in the antitypical event has forfeited saving 
deliverance. — kat’ ékd. ap.) opposed to the presumption in 
reference to works of the Jewish character; hence, too, the 
emphatic declaration in ver. 6. It is to be connected not with 
Aetwpa as its more precise definition (Hofmann), but with 
yeyovey ag its mode. This is evinced by the following « 6é 
XapeTe, sc. tyéyovey, where ydpere is equivalent to the nat’ éxAoy. 
Ka peTos. 

Ver. 6. This thought is not merely by the way and inci- 
dental (Koppe, Riickert, de Wette, Fritzsche, Maier, and 
others), but it belongs essentially to the development of the 
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apostle’s thought to set forth the mode according to which 
eiupa yéyove, not only positively (kar ékr. ydp.), but also 
negatively (ov é€ Epy.); because he then, iu ver. 7, goes on to 
argue: 6 ésfnre? ‘Iopand «.7.r., which émifnrety, in fact, took 
place exactly €£ épywy, ix. 32.— ef Se ydpere] but if through 
grace, 8c, Neiupa yéyove. — ovxére é& Epywv] As previously the 
individuals who compose the Aeiupa are conceived as the 
objects of the divine grace, through which they belong to the 
Netupa ; 80 are they also (not the people generally, as Hofmann 
takes it) conceived in this contrasted negative statement 
as the subjects, who do not owe it to legal works that in 
them is present the Aejpya composing the true community 
of God. On the logical ov«éri, see on vii. 17. Of e& Epyor 
there can be nothing more said, — érel 4 yapis x.7.r.] because 
(otherwise) grace ceases to be grace (namely, if é& oywv rNetppa 
yéyove)—since in truth “gratia nisi gratis sit, gratia non est,” 
Augustine. ‘H ydpus is the definite grace, which has made 
the election, and yiveras (not equivalent to éor/) means: 
it ceases, in ws concrete manifestation, to become, 2c. to show 
itself as, that (comp. on Luke x. 18, e al.) which according 
to its nature it is. Positively expressed: it becomes what 
according to its essence it zs not; it gives up its specific 
character. 

Ver. 7. Ti ody] infers the result from vv. 5 and 6. Since 
& Aeiupa has been constituted according to the election of 
grace, and therefore not possibly from the merit of works: 
accordingly Israel (as regards the mass) has not obtained that 
which vt strives after (namely, S:cavocvvyn, as is known from 
ix. 30 ff)—for it strives, in fact, €& Eoywv—the election, on the 
other hand, namely, that chosen Aeipua, has obtained rt (for 
they were the objects of the divine ydpis); but the rest were 
hardened. In this manner the true state of the case is now 
set forth, in contrast to dwwcaro, without its being necessary 
on this account to refer 7/ ovy to the whole preceding vv. 2-6 
(de Wette, Fritzsche, Philippi, and others) ; since the reference 
to vv. 5, 6 is quite sufficient, and quite in keeping with the 
logical progression. Reiche (comp. Lachm., who places a note 
of interrogation after ri oty and after éwérvyev) makes the 
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question extend to ézérvyev, to which question of wonder 
Paul then answers by 7 6é é«X. «7dr. But the futility of 
Israel’s endeavour has already been long (ix. 31, 32) known 
to the reader, and is therefore not appropriate as the subject 
of such a question. Hofmann also takes 5 émifnre? . .. 
érréruyey a8 & question, but in the sense whether that which 
Israel has not obtained is the same thing as that to which its 
quest and striving tends (namely, its own righteousness)? To 
the self-evident negation of this question dé then relates in the 
sense of nevertheless, and after the second évérvyev there is to 
be supplied, not 8 émifmr. “IcpanaA, but merely 8 émifnret 
(namely, to be, out of grace, the people of salvation). This 
complete distortion of the sense falls to the ground from the 
very fact, that for the second ézérvyev, since 8 émfnre? is not 
appended, no other object can be thought of without the greatest 
arbitrariness than that of the first évérvyev, namely 5 ésifnret 
"Iopayr; and also, as respects the contents of the question, 
from the consideration, that if we should not be able to say 
that Israel has not obtained that for which it strove, this 
would stand in contradiction to the universal Pauline dogma 
of the impossibility of righteousness by the law. — ésifnret 
does not denote the zealous pursuit (Fritzsche, Philippi), but 
its direction, correlative to éwérvyey. See on Matt. vi 33; 
Phil. iv. 17. By the present, the continuance of the endeavour 
is admitted——The rovro (on the accusative instead of the cus-. 
tomary genitive, see Matthiae, § 328; Ellendt, Lew. Soph. II. 
p. 861) has tragic emphasis: even this it has not reached. — 
4 5é éxdoyn] that is, here “reliquiae illius populi, quas per 
gratiam suam Deus elegit,’ Estius. Comp. the use of zrepurop, 
etc., Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 469.—The mapwors, hardening (not 
blinding, as Hofmann thinks; see on 2 Cor. iii, 14), is the 
making unsusceptible in understanding and will as respects the 
appropriation of salvation in Christ. Fritzsche, ad Mare. p. 
78 ; Winzer, Progr. 1828, p. 8. The subject who hardens is 
God. Comp. 2 Cor. iii 14, and on ix. 8. 

Ver. 8. This érwpw6nocay ensued in conformity with that 
which stands written, etc. That which is testified of the 
hardening of the people in the time of Isaiah, and as early as 
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that of Moses, has its Messianic fulfilment through the har- 
dening of the Jews against the gospel, so that this hardening 
has taken place xaOas yéypatras x.7.X. This prophetic rela- 
tion is groundlessly denied by Tholuck and Hofmann. The 
agreement denoted by «a0. yéyp. is just that of prophecy 
and fulfilment according to the divine teleology. Comp. Matt. 
xv. 7.—In the citation itself, Isa. xxix. 10 (as far as xcatavv£.) 
and Deut. xxix. 3 (not Isa. vi 9) are combined into one saying, 
and quoted very freely from the LXX. Deuteronomy l.c. has 
after dxovew: ews THs Huépas Taurns, hence éws THs on. Hy. 
belongs to the quotation; and the words xaOas... dxovew 
must not be put in a parenthesis, as Beza, Wolf, Griesbach, 
and others have done. — édwxev] He gave’ not mere permission 
(Chrysostom, Theophylact, and many). — vedua xatavifews] 
Heb. WHT NM, te. a spirit producing stupefaction, which is 
obviously a daemonic spirit. Comp. 2 Cor. iv. 4; Eph. ii 2. 
Elsewhere the LXX. translate nomn by éoraocs (Gen. ii. 21, 
xv. 12), or O¢Bos (1 Sam. xxvi. 12), or dvdpoyuvov (Prov. xix. 
15). They gave the approximate sense of the word differently 
according to the connection. But that they understood «ard- 
vutis actually as stupefaction, intoxication, is clear from Ps. lx. 5, 
where they have rendered nnn I", intoxicating wine, by olvoy 
xatayvfews. See in general, Fritzsche, Hz. p. 558 ff This 
sense of xardyvkss is explained by the use of cataviocec Oat, 
compungt, in the LXX. and the Apocrypha to express the deep, 
inward paralyzing shock caused by grief, fear, astonishment, 
etc., whereby one is stupified and as if struck by a blow 
(Schleusner, Zhes, III. p. 256; comp. on Acts ii 37). In 
classical Greek neither the substantive nor the verb is found. 
We may add that every derivation is erroneous, which does 
not go back to viocew (comp. ws, Plut. Mor. p. 930 F); nor 
is it admissible (since Paul certainly knew that «ardy. expressed 
notin) to seek explanations which depart from the notion of 
monn. So eg. Calvin: “Spiritum vocat...compunctionis, ubi 
scilicet quaedam fellis amaritudo se prodit, imo etiam furor in 
respuenda veritate.” Similarly Luther (“an embittered spirit ”) 
and Melanchthon. Chrysostom, indeed (and Theophylact), 


'LXX. Isa. xxix, 10: wswsesnsy ips xipies writpars xavarvivews. 
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hits the thing «self rightly: xardvvkw évraiba ri mept 7d 
xetpoy eEw ris spuyns dnot thy dvidtws eyovoay Kal dpera- 
Gérws, but his analysis of the word: xatavvyjvar yap ovdév 
Erepov dorw 1 To éprayhvat mov Kat mpocnrdadc bat, is 
arbitrarily far-fetched. — tod 2) Srérew] A fatally pregnant 
oxymoron. The genit. is that of the aim: eyes, in order that 
they may not see, etc. Linguistically correct is also the render- 
ing of Grotius: eyes of not-seeing, 7.e. “oculos ad videndum 
ineptos,” Fritzsche, comp. Philippi and van Hengel. But the 
former view corresponds better at once to the original text 
(LXX. ove Saxe... dépOarpors Brérew kx. Ta axovev) and to 
the telic rod uz Brérrecy, ver. 10. Comp. Isa. vi 9,10; John 
xii, 40; Acts xxviii, 27.— dws 7. onp. Syép.] belongs to the 
whole affirmation éwxev «7.r. Thus wninterruptedly God 
dealt with them. The glance at a future, in which it was to 
be otherwise (Hofmann), is here (comp. ver. 10) still quite 
remote. 

Vv. 9,10. A further Scripture proof of érwpawOncav} and 
that from Ps. lxix. 23, 24, quoted with free deviation from 
the LXX. The composer of this psalm is not David (in 
opposition to Hengstenberg, Hiavernick), but some one of 
much later date; a circumstance which we must judge of 
analogously to the expression of Christ, Matt. xxii. 43. The 
suffering theocrat of the psalm is, as such, a type of the 
Messiah, and His enemies a type of the unbelieving Jews; 
hence Paul could find the fulfilment of the passage in the 
mapwots of the latter. Consequently, in pursuance of this 
typical reference, the sense in which he takes the words is as 
follows: “ Let their table become to them for (let it be turned 
for them into, comp. John xvi. 20) @ snare, and for a chase, 
and for a trap, and (so) for a retaliation ;” 1¢., while they feast 
and drink securely and carelessly at their well-furnished table, 
let the fate of violence overtake them unawares, just as wild 

1 With the simple x«/, and, to take which climactically (Hofmann) is justified 
neither by the name of David nor the contents of the passage. It would place 
@ quite uncalled-for emphasis on david (even David). 

2 To conceive of the éable as an outspread coverlet (Gesenius, Thes. III. p. 


1417, Hofmann) in which they entangle themselves, is to come very unnecessarily 
and arbitrarily to the aid of the boldness of the poetical expression. 
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beasts are surprised in a snare, and by the capture of the chase, 
and by a ¢rap; and so must retaliation alight upon them for that 
which they have done (in rejecting, namely, faith on Christ). 
But what violent calamity is meant, the sequel expresses, 
namely: “ Darkened must their eyes become, that they may not 
see,” 1.¢, they must become spiritually blinded, incapable of dis- 
cerning the truth of salvation; and finally the same thing 
under another figure: “ And bend their back always,” denoting 
the keeping them in bondage, and that, in the sense of the 
apostle, the spiritual bondage of the unfree condition of the 
inner life produced by the wapwats.! The hardening, there- 
fore, which Paul recognises as predicted in the passage, does 
not lie in % tpdzrela avroy (Fritzsche),—which is not to be 
explained “of the /aw and its works, which was Israel’s food ” 
(Philippi, following older expositors, also Tholuck),—but in 
yevnOnrw eis mayida x.7.X., and is more precisely indicated in 
ver. 10. The express repetition in ver. 10 of the becoming 
blinded, already designated in ver. 8, forbids our explaining the 
prophetic images in vv. 9, 10 generally as representations of 
severe divine judgments like Pharaoh’s overthrow, in which case 
the specific point of the citation would be neglected (in oppo- 
sition to Hofmann).— «al eis @jpay] stands neither in the 
Hebrew nor in the LXX.; but @jpa means chase, not net 
(Tholuck, Ewald), to establish which signification the solitary 
passage Ps, xxxv. 8, where the LXX. render NM inexactly by 
@npa, cannot suffice. It often means boofy (van Hengel) in 
the LXX. and in classical Greek; but this is not appro- 
priate here, where the “ becoming for a booty” is said not of 
such as men, but of the rpdmefa. This shall be turned for 
them into a chase, so that they, in their secure feasting, become 
like to the unfortunate object of the chase, which is captured 


* Those who have found in ver. 9 the destruction of Jerusalem predicted 
(Michaelis, after Grotius, Wetstein, and many), so as to refer cpéasZa to the 
Passover meal, for the celebration of which the Jews were in Jerusalem at the 
very time the city was invested (Josephus, Bell. Jud. vi. 9. 8, 4), or even 
(Grotius) to the altar in the temple; and those who have regarded ver. 10 (xa 
viv verey x,7.2.) a8 a prophecy of the servitude of the Jews to Rome (so some of 
the Fathers) ; could not have given an explanation more opposed in sense to the 
connection. 
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by the hunter.!— oxdydarov] corresponding primarily to the 
classical oxavddarnOpor, the stick set in a trap (Schol. Ar. Ach. 
687), is frequently in the LXX. (see Schleusner, Thes. V. p. 
38), and so also here, the translation of ’?id, snare, by which 
we must therefore abide—dyvramodoyua is not found in classical 
Greek, but often in the LXX. and Apocrypha, Luke xiv. 12. 
— xal Tov vaToy x.7.d.] is to be taken, according to the context, 


-as the expression of the idea of hardening (represented as a 


bending together under the yoke of spiritual servitude), not, 
with Fritzsche, of rendering miserable through the withdrawal 
of the Messianic salvation. On the masculine o varos, see 
Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 290. 

Ver. 112 At this point begins the teleological discussion 
respecting the ot 5é Aourot éxrwpwOnoay, ver. 7. See the contents 
above. — Aéyw oty] quite as in ver. 1: J ask therefore, attach- 
ing it by way of inference to the érwpeOycav just supported 
by Scripture. — py érraway, iva wéo.| But their stumbling had 
not the aim (ordained by God) that they should fall? 2... by 
the fact of their stumbling at Christ (ix. 32, 33), and refusing 
faith to Him, has the divine purpose not aimed at their ever- 
lasting d@dea? This emphasis on mrécwor (come to be pros- 
trate) involves the climactic relation to éwraicay (to stumble), 
—a relation which Hofmann loses sight of when he makes 
the question express nothing further than: whether the fall 
which Israel suffered had been zfs own aim? Photius aptly 
remarks: TO wraicpa avtav ovyl eis xaTdmTwow rTédeLay 
yéyovey, GAA povov oloy irecxeNaOncav. Others have found 
the point of the question not purely in the climax of the two 
figurative verbs, but in definitions mentally supplied, which, how- 
ever, as such, cannot be admitted. So, in particular, Augus- 
tine and many: only in order that they should fall, as though 
it ran povoy iva, as Umbreit still takes it (comp. Hofmann) ; 
further Melancthon: “non sic impegerunt Judaei, ut n fota 


1 How very often évpe, énpav, and énpavdas are used also in classical Greek in 
the figurative sense, see in Dorvill. ad Chari. p. 589; Heind. ad Plat. Theaet. 
p. 143. 

2 On vv. 11-83, see Luthardt, Lehre von d. letaten Dingen, p. 106 ff. ; von 
Oettingen, Synagogale Hiegik des Volks Israels, 1858, p. 138 ff. 
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gente nemo sit salvandus,” as though it ran ia adyres; and 
yet further, Ewald: “that they might purely in accordance 
with the divine design, and therefore without thar freedom 
and their own will, fall into sin and into destruction,” as 
though it ran fa é& dvdyens, or the like. We must simply 
abide by the view, that mraley is a figure for the taking 
offence at Christ which refuses faith, and mérrew a figure for 
the being involved in everlasting destruction ; comp. Heb. iv. 
11, Ecclus. ii. 7. In the former the latter was not present 
as the aim of God’s purpose.— On érraiav, comp. the 
proverb: 7 Sis apos roy avrov AiGov wralew, Polyb. xxxi. 
19. 5, xxxi. 20. 1; and on the sense of moral stumbling, 
Jas. ii, 10, iii, 2; 2 Pet. i 10; Eur. Aeg. jr. ii. 1: wraicayr 
apetay amrodeiEacOas, The subject is the Aouzol of ver. 7, the 
mass of the people not belonging to the éxAoyy.— 1@ avrav 
mapatt.| through their fault consisting in the refusal of faith, 
through their offence. Iapamr. does not refer to aéowor 
(Reiche, Tholuck, and several others),—which the emphatic 
sense of zéc. forbids; but in substance that mrratopa is meant, 
which is morally characterized by means of vrapdmTwpa as 
delictum (so rightly Vulg.), as dwaptia (comp. John xvi. 9), 
according to its stated figurative designation (comp. also iv. 25, 
v. 15). Quite against the usage of the N. T., Tholuck renders: 
defeat (Diod. xix. 100). — rots Gveow] sc. yéyover. That 
through the despising of the Messianic salvation on the part 
of the Jews its attainment by the Gentiles was effected—this 
experience Paul had learnt to recognise as that which it actually 
was, aS the way which the fulfilment of the divine arrangement, 
i, 16, took. Comp. Matt. xxi. 43, xxii 9; Acts xiii. 46, 
Xxvili, 28.— els 7d mapal. avrovs] aim; comp. Calovius: 
“ Assumtio novi populi directa fuit ad veteris provocationem 
ad aemulationem, ut nempe Israelitae ... seria aemulatione 
irritati, et ipsi doctrinae ev. animos suos submitterent.” Comp. 
x. 19. With this e’s 76 mapaf. avr., exactly the counterpart 
of tva wéowor is expressed. 

Ver. 12. 4é] petaBarixoy, leading over from what has been 
said in ver. 11 to a very joyful prospect thereby opened into 
the future. — The conclusion is a “ felici effectu causae pejoris 
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ad feliciorem effectum causae melioris.” —- adAodros] for the 
Gentile world (xoopos) became enriched with the cwrnpia 
(ver. 11), through the wapdrrwpa of the Jews. — 76 Hrrnua 
aut. wrovr. €Ovav|] and their overthrow riches for Geniile 
peoples. Parallel to the foregoing. — 4rrnya] is not found in 
the old Greek, but only in the LXX. Isa. xxxi. 8, and 1 Cor. 
vi. 7; it is, however, equivalent to the classical #rra, which 
is the opposite of vixen (Plato, Lach. p. 196 A, Legg. i. p. 
638 A; Dem. 1486. 3; Xen Cyr. iii. 1. 19, 20), and, corre- 
sponding to the signification of #rracOa, profligari, vinci, 
means clades, both in its proper sense, and also generally: 
succumbing, decline (comp. Dem. 1466. 23, frra tis mpoa- 
pécews), loss suffered (1 Cor. vi. 7), getting the worse. See 
Perizon. ad Ael. V. H.ii. 25. Here the proper signification is 
to be retained, and that, as the contrast of 76 wAnpwpa requires, 
in a numerical respect. So now also Tholuck, likewise Mangold. 
Through the fact that a part of the Jews was unbelieving, the 
people has suffered an overthrow, has, like a vanquished army, 
been weakened in numbers, inasmuch, namely, as the unbeliev- 
ing portion by its unbelief practically seceded from the people 
of God. Comp. Vulg.: “ diminutio eorum ;” Luthardt : “ loss in 
amount.” If it be explained as: loss of the Messianic salvation, 
which they have suffered (Fritzsche and others’), or: the loss which 
the kingdom of God has suffered in their case (Philippi, comp. 
Kahnis, Dogm. I. p. 573), the former is not appropriate to the 
contrast of +Anpwpa, and the latter introduces the reference to 
the kingdom of God, as that which has suffered the detriment, 
the more unwarrantably, inasmuch as the genit. avray is ex- 
pressed. The threefold avtay is to be taken with the lke refer- 
ence as the genitive of the subject, and applies in each instance 
to the people Israel as a whole (whose collective guilt also 
is the wapdmrrwpya), in contrast to the coopmos and the éyn— 
which likewise is not preserved in Philippi’s view. This very 


1 So also de Wette; similarly Ruckert : ‘‘ the loss of their original dignity 
and glory as the people of God ;"” and Hofmann: ‘their hurt, in that they, 
by virtue of their unbelief, are not what they should be.” Comp. Kollner and 
Gléckler. Among the older interpreters, Calvin : ‘‘ Diminutio honoris eui, qui 
fuerant populus Dei gloriosus.” 


214 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 


circumstance, and more decisively the utter absence of linguistic 
proof, tells also against the traditional usual rendering, accord- 
ing to which 76 #rrnpa is supposed to signify the minority: 
“ naucitas Judaeorum credentium” (Grotius). So, in substance, 
Chrysostom, Theodoret, Erasmus, Beza, Estius, Wetstein, 
Bengel, and many. others, including Reiche, Olshausen, Baum- 
garten-Crusius, Maier, Bisping, Reithmayr; comp. Ewald: 
“their remaining behind.” — oop paddov 76 TANpwpa avTav] 
sc. jwNovTOS COvav yevncerat ; how much more their becoming 
Jull, that is, how much more will it issue in the enrichment 
of the Gentiles with the Messianic salvation, if the Jews, after 
the defeat which they have suffered, shall again be reinstated 
to their plena copia, so that they will then again in their full 
amount (ver. 26), as an integral whole, belong to the people of 
God,—which will take place through the conversion of all 
Israel to Christ (not would, as Luther has it’). The #rrmpa 
avra@y is then compensated, and the wAjpwpya avrav brought 
in, which, moreover, may take place even with a continuance 
of the Scacropd. On wArpwya generally, see Fritzsche, II. 
p. 469 ff Comp. on Eph. i.10. The nwmerical reference of 
the 7rAjpwopa aire is suggested by the correlative ro aAjpwpa 
trav éOyay in ver. 25; and in so far the view which takes it of 
the full number of the Jews (Theodoret: mdytes morevoavres 
petovav dyabav wicw dvOpetrouwy éeyévovto dy mpogevot, 80 
most) is correct. Comp. Ewald: “their full admission, sup- 
plying what is wanting.” With this Umbreit mixes up at the 
same time “the fulfilment of their predestination ;” whilst van 
Hengel sees in the mAyp. avr., not absolutely the full num- 
ber, but only the collective body of those destined by God to con- 
version, which, however, is not expressed, but is supplied by the 
reader. The various views correspond to the varying expla- 
nations of #7rtTnwa. So eg. Fritzsche: the fulness of Messianic 
salvation, which they will possess; Philippi: the fillmg up— 
which takes place through their conversion—of the blank in the 


' Philippi also explains vv. 12 and 15 not of an actual, but only of a possible 
apocanspes of Israel (p. 554). Vv. 18, 14 are not in favour of this, where Paul 
has in view the intermediate time until the final xpéeAn dus of tho wAvipape ; 
and ver. 26 is decisive against it. 
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kingdom of God which arose through their unbelief ;’ Riickert, 
Koliner: the restoration of Israel to its befitting position ; 
Hofmann: the status, in which they are fully and entirely 
that which they ought to be (qualitative). Luthardt also 
takes the correct view. 

Vv. 13, 14. Not a parenthetical thought (Reiche), but the 
connection with the preceding and following is: “rocq padXov 
TO TAnpwopa avtoy I say: but you precisely, the Gentile Chris- 
tians,—who might think that my office belongs only to you 
and the Gentiles, and that the conversion of the Jews lies 
less in my vocation —wyou? I hereby make to know (iptv réyo), 
that I, as apostle of the Gentiles, etc.; for (motive) the conver- 
sion of the Jews will have the happiest consequence (ver. 15).” 
— tots EGveow] to the (born) Gentiles, denotes, as an apposi- 
tion to tui, the readers according to their chief constituent 
element, in virtue of which the Christian Gentile body is repre- 
sented in them; comp. i. 13. Observe that Paul does not 
write tots S¢ dOveow ev ipuiv Aéyw, as though he intended only 
a Gentile fraction of the otherwise Jewish-Christian commu- 
nity (in opposition to Mangold). In contradistinction to his 
readers, the Jews, although his flesh, are to him third persons, 
whom he, as apostle of the Gentiles, might mediately serve. 
Baur fails to recognise this, I. p. 371. — ég’ Scov] not temporal 
(quamdiu, Matt. ix. 15; 2 Pet.i 13), but: in quantum, in 
as far as I, etc. Comp. Matt. xxv. 40; Plato, Rep. p. 268 B; 
Xen. Cyr. v. 4. 68. Just so eis dcov and caf Scov.— pér] 
as so often in Paul without a corresponding 54 But we see 
from the following that the train of ideas passing before his 
mind was this: “I seek indeed, so far as I am one who has 
the commission of Apostle to the Gentiles (observe the emphatic 
éyw, in which a noble self-consciousness is expressed), to do 
honour to my office, but. I have in view withal (for see x. 1, ix. 
2,3) to incite my kinsmen to emulation, etc.” — elsrws] whether 


1 Comp. Melancthon: ‘‘Complementum integrae ecclesiee convertendae ex 
semine Abrahae.” Similarly Origen. 

2 According to the reading ims» 3i (see the critical notes). This 3é forms a 
contrast with the perspective just opened by wer. mar. ¢. Any, abray in 
Savour of the Jews. 
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in any way. The practical honouring of the office, which con- 
sists in a true discharge of it, is an acting, whereby the desired 
attainment is attempted, see on i. 10; Phil. iii. 11; Acts xxvii. 
12 ; Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 220. Less in accordance with 
the text—since the very ei7ws wapal. «7... presupposes an 
actual So€atew (2 Thess. iii. 1; John xii. 28).— Reiche and 
Ewald (after Grotius and many others, including Flatt) take it 
as: I boast, hold my office something high and glorious. Hof- 
mann, indeed, understands an actual glorification, but con- 
ditioned by e was «.7.X., 80 that the latter is not whether 
possibly, but if possibly. From this the illogical relation of 
present and future which thus arises’ must deter us (Paul 
must have used the future dofdow).—wapaf. and coca] 
future indicative, like ii 10. On ow#ow, comp. 1 Tim. iv. 16; 
1 Cor. vii. 16, ix. 22. The enclitic ov standing before the 
noun cannot be emphatic (van Hengel), but represents, at the 
same time, the dative of interest (whether I shall perhaps 
rouse to me my flesh to jealousy), like 1 Cor. ix. 27, Phil ii 2, 
Col. iv. 18, e¢ al., and frequently in classical Greek. — avrav] 
refers to those intended by the collective tyy odpxa. Sdpxa 
5¢ elroy ywnowrnta Kal piroctopyiav évédnve, Theophylact. 
Theodoret quite erroneously thinks that Paul wished to inti- 
mate a denial of spiritual fellowship. On the contrary, wéov 
auTous oixevovpevos (Oecumenius), he says pu. 7. capxa, which 
is like Tovs ovyyeveis pov Kata odpxa, ix. 3, but more strongly 
significant. Gen. xxxvii. 27; Judg. ix. 2; 2 Sam v. 1. 
Comp. Isa. lviii. 7. Note the modesty of the expression tivas, 
which, however, was suggested by the experience of the dzfi- 
culty of the conversion of the Jews; comp. 1 Cor. ix. 22. 
Ver. 15. By way of inference, like ver. 12; ydp assigns a 
motive for vv. 13, 14.—— dmoBonn, casting away; Plato, Legg. 
xi p. 493 E, 944C; Aq. Prov. xxviii 24. By this is meant 
their exclusion from the people of God on account of their 
1 Hofmann adduces as an example Xen. Anab. iv. 7. 8. But such passages 
are of a quite different kind (see Brunck, ad Arist. Plut. 1064; Maetzner, ad 
Lycurg. p. 251); and to the necessary connection expressed in them of the con- 
sequence with the condition, the ‘‘if in any way” (possibly), which would make 


the condition problematic, would be wholly unsuitable. Comp also Kiihner, ad. 
Xen. tl, c. and Gramm. II. 1, p. 120. 


CHAP. XI. 15. 217 


unbelief, and the opposite of ¢ is their wpoodnyis, reception 
in addition (Plato, Theaet. p. 210 A), by which they, having 
become believing, are adopted by God into the fellowship of 
His people. The view of dioBody as loss (Acts xxvii. 22 ; 
Plato, Phaed. p. 75 E; Lach. p. 195 E; Plut. Sol. 7) is less 
suitable to this contrast (in opposition to the Vulg., Luther, 
Bengel, and others, including Philippi, who understands the 
loss, which the kingdom of God has suffered in their case). — 
xatadXay? xoopov] in so far, namely, as the converted por- 
tion of the Gentiles has attained to S:eavoovvn through faith, 
and is no longer subjected to the opy7 of God; and there- 
with reconciliation of the Gentile world with God has begun. 
Comp. v. 11. It is a more precise definition of the notion 
expressed in ver. 12 by wAodros Kocpov, — fo) ée vexp.] 1. 
life, which proceeds from the dead (namely, when these arise). 
The mpdcAmyrus of the still unconverted Jews, Paul concludes, 
will be of such a kind (rés, not t/, is his question), will be of so 
glorious a character (comp. Eph. i 18), that it will bring with 
it the last most blessed development, namely, the life be- 
ginning with the resurrection of the dead in the ale o pé\Xov, 
the {a7 aiw@yios, which has the awakening from death as its 
causal premiss. Hence Paul does not say avdoracis éx vexpov 
(as Philippi objects) ; for his glance is already passing beyond 
this event to its blessed consequence. The transformation of 
the living is included in this last development (1 Cor. xv. 51), 
which is here designated a potiort; comp. vill. 11. The con- 
clusion of the apostle does not, however, rest on Matt. xxiv. 
14 (Reiche after Theodoret), but on the fact of the caradray?) 
xoopov, whose most blissful final development (as it, according 
to Paul, must necessarily be occasioned by the blissful op- 
posite of the d7rofod) can be none other than the blessed 
resurrection-life which will set in with the Parousia (Col. iii. 
3,4; 1 Thess. iv. 14 ff). The view which takes fw7 éx« 
vexp. in the proper sense has been held by Origen, Chrysostom, 
Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret, Anselm, Erasmus, Toletus, 
Semler, Reiche, Glockler, de Wette, Nielsen, Fritzsche, Riickert, 
Reithmayr, Bisping, Hofmann, Beyschlag, and others. Ap- 
proaching it, but taking the resurrection by way of compari- 
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son, stands the view of Ewald: “The final completion of all 
history down to the last day, and like the very resurrection 
itself, which is expected on this day.” Luthardt, too, is sub- 
stantially in the right, taking, however, vexpwy in the ethical 
sense: from the dead Israel the new bodily life of glorifica- 
tion will proceed. A heterogeneous mode of viewing the con- 
trasts, for which the text affords no support. The non-literal 
interpretation of the “futura quasi resurrectio ex mortuis” 
(Melancthon), z¢. of the “novitas vitae ex morte peccati” 
(Estius; so in substance Calvin, Hunnius, Calovius, Vorstius, 
Bengel, Carpzov, Ch. Schmidt, Cramer, Bohme, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, Maier; also Lechler, apost. u. nachapost. Zeitalt. p. 129; 
Krummacher, p. 172 f.; and Kahnis, Dogm. I. p. 574), is to 
be set aside on the ground that then nothing higher than the 
xaradXayn (and it must be something far higher) would be 
expressed,’ but only its ethical consequence in the activity of 
life. Olshausen, too, understands it primarily of the spiritual 
resurrection, yet thinks that the notion “ plays into the bodily 
resurrection” (7). Umbreit finds spiritual and bodily revival 
from death conjoined. Others explain the expression meta- 
phorically, as designating summum gaudium (Grotius after 
Oecumenius) or summa felicitas (Hammond, Koppe, Kollner). 
Comp. Theophylact (amretpa dya@a), Beza, Flatt, van Hengel, 
and now, too, Tholuck, who recurs to the general thought of 
the most important position in the history of the divine kingdom 
to be occupied by converted Israel. But interpretations of 
such a non-literal character must be necessitated by the con- 
text; whereas the latter by the relation, in accordance with the 
connection, of fa) é« vexpay to the quite proper xaTadn. 
xoopov requires us to abide by the literal sense. Hence we 
are not to understand, with Philippi, at once both the ex- 
tensive diffusion of the kingdom of God, and a subjective 
revivification of Christendom, which had again become dead, 
“and thus @ glorious flourishing time for the church on 
earth.” So, again, Auberlen supposes a charismatic life of 
the church, and depicts it with the colours of the palingenesta 


1 Calvin’s excuse: ‘‘Nam etsi una res est, verbis tamen plus et minus inest 
ponderis,” only shows the baldness of this interpretation. 
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of the golden age. No such ideas are here expressed ; and it 
would have been peculiarly necessary to indicate more par- 
ticularly the dead state into which Christendom was again to 
fall, especially after the xatadray) xocpou already including 
within itself spiritual revival. And by no means is the sup- 
posed flourishing time (the time of worship (!) Auberlen calls 
it, as opposed to the present time of preaching) compatible 
with the nearness of the Parousia (xiii. 14; 1 Cor. vii. 29, 
et al.), with the avdyxen immediately preceding it (1 Cor. vii. 
26; Matt. xxiv. 29), and with the zrovnpla of the last period 
(on Gal. i. 4). 

Ver. 16. Aé] continuative; but this mpocAmris, how well 
it corresponds to the character of holiness, which has been 
associated with the people of Israel from its origin till now! 
The two figures are parallel, and set forth the same thought. 
— datapyn] obtains the genitival definition to be mentally 
supplied with it through 7d gvpaya, just as in the second 
clause 7 piga is the root of the «Addo. The amapyt) rob 
gupdparos is known from Num. xv. 19-21 to be a designa- 
tion of the first of the dough ; that is, from every baking, when 
the dough was kneaded, a portion was to be set aside and a 
cake to be baked therefrom for the priests. See Philo, de sac. 
hon. II. p. 232; Josephus, Antt. iv. 4. 4; Saalschutz, M. ZR. 
p. 347; Keil, Archdol. I.§ 71 ; and the Rabbinical prescriptions 
in Mischn. Surenh. p.289 ff. This avapyn, as the first portion 
devoted to Jehovah from the whole, was designed to impart 
the character of its consecration to the remainder of the lump. 
The article with ¢v¥papua denotes the lump of dough concerned, 
from which the dzrapyn is separated ; hence 8Aoy did not re- 
quire to be expressed (in opposition to Hofmann’s objection). 
Grotius and Rosenmiiller take r. ¢up. to be the corn destined 
for the baking, and azrapyr to be the first-fruits. But (ix. 21) 
¢vpapa always denotes a mass mixed (with moisture or other- 
wise), particularly a kneaded one, and is in the LXX. (Ex. xii. 
34) and in Paul (1 Cor. v. 6, 7; Gal. v. 9) the standing 
expression for dough. Estius, Koppe, Kollner, Olshausen, 
Krehl rightly take it so, but nevertheless understand by 
arapyy the sacred first-fruits (comp. Ex. xxiii, 10) which — 
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were employed for dvpaya. But in that case avapy7 obtains 
a genitival definition not presented by the text; and this can 
the less be approved, since awapyy gupduaros, in fact, was 
the stated expression from Num.l.c. This applies also against 
Hofmann, who likewise explains the adapyn as the firstling- 
sheaf, but considers the ¢vpaya to be the dough worked up 
from the harvest-fruit generally —The figure is correctly in- 
terpreted, when by 1 amapyn we understand the patriarchs 
(Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob), and by ro qup. the whole body of 
the people, to whom the character of holiness—of consecration 
in property to God—passed over from the former. With the 
holiness of the aarépes, ix. 4-13 (in accordance with which 
we are not here to think of Abraham alone), is given also the 
holiness of the theocratic people, their posterity, according to 
the divine right of covenant and promise. Comp. ix. 4,5. But 
this holiness, which Paul looks upon, as respects the national 
whole, in the light of a character indelebilis, is not the inner 
moral, but (comp. 1 Cor. vii 14) the theocratic legal holi- 
ness (“ quod juribus ecclesiae et promissis Dei frui possint,” 
Calovius). The expression is taken of the patriarchs by 
Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, Estius, 
Grotius, Calovius, Bengel, and others, including Koppe, Tho- 
luck, Kollner, Olshausen, Fritzsche, Philippi, Maier, de Wette, 
Krehl, Umbreit, Ewald, Reithmayr, Hofmann (though the 
latter thinks only of Abraham). This is correct, because the 
second figure (ei 5¢ fia «.7.0.) is capable of no other interpre- 
tation (see below); but to explain the two figures differently, 
as Toletus and Stolz,’ Reiche and Riickert,? Gléckler, Stengel, 
Bisping, van Hengel, after Theodore of Mopsuestia and Theo- 


1 Toletus and Stolz suppose the éwapy# to be the Jews who first accepted 
Christianity, and the gvsapa to be the remaining part of the nation. The second 
figure they suppose to denote our firat parents and their posterity. So, too, van 
Hengel. 

3 In substance like Toletus and Stolz. On the first figure Reiche remarks : 
‘As the whole, whereof a firstling gift is consecrated to God, is something excel- 
lent, worthy of God, or by the very offering of it is declared to be such, so is 
also the Jewish people through the fact, that a part of it has been received into 
God's fellowship, declared to be a noble people, worthy to be wholly accepted, 
80 soon as it only fulfils the conditions.” 
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doret,! have in manifold ways arbitrarily done, is simply a 
violation of the parallelism.? This holds also against the 
interpretation of the Jews who have become believing, and of the 
remaining mass of the people (Ambrosiaster, Pelagius, Anselm, 
Toletus, Rosenmiiller, Stolz, Reiche, Riickert, Bisping). — 
4 pita and ot xdddoe are the patriarchs and their theocratic 
bodily descendants, the Jews, As the dzrapyn is related to the 
dvpapa, so is the pita to the «Adder; comp. on the latter, 
Menander, 711: dxapzros eat otros amd pikns xrddo03. The 
divergent interpretation, which may deserve to be considered in 
opposition to this usual one, is, that the fifa is the first pri- 
nitive or mother church consisting of the believing Jews, and 
that the «Ardéou are the Jews, in so far as they in virtue of 
their national position were primarily called thereto. This 
exposition (substantially in Cornelius a Lapide, Carpzov, 
Schoettgen ; Semler and Ammon suppose ot «Addeu to be the ° 
Gentile Christians) is still considered possible by de Wette. 
It is, however, unsuitable ; for the (natural) «Addoe must have 
proceeded from the fifa, must have their origin from it (comp. 
Ecclus. xxiii. 25, x]. 15), and the broken-off branches (ver. 17) 
must have earlier belonged to the fifa,—which is not the case, 
if pifa is the Christian mother-church of which they were never 
xrddor, The true theocracy (the olive tree, comp. Jer. xi. 16 ; 
Hos. xiv. 7; Zech. iv. 11; Neh. viii. 15) did not begin in the 
Christian mother-church (as its root), but in the patriarchs, 
and Christ Himself was xara odpxa from this sacred root, 
Matt. 1.1. In this view it is clear that the unbelieving 
Jews, in so far as they rejected Christ, ceased thereby to 
belong to the true people of God, and fell away from their 
root, They were now—after the light, and with it judgment, 
had come into the world (John ii. 19)—-broken-off branches, 
apostate children of Abraham (John viii. 37, 39, 40), children 
of the kingdom who were to be cast out (Matt. viii. 12). 

1 Theodore of Mopsuestia and Theodoret explain the éwapy# of Christ, and 
= ee of the patriarchs ; while Origen interprets both figures as referring to 

2 The identity of the thought expressed by a twofold figure is also confirmed 


by the fact, that in what follows Paul pursues only the one figure, and entirely 
drops the first. 
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Comp. the figure of the vine in John xv. See also Rom. 
ix. 6 ff. : 

Vv. 17-24. In pursuance of the figure, a warning to the 
Gentile Christians against self-presumption, and an exhortation 
to humility, down to ver. 24.— revés] some, a portion of the 
branches ;? comp. on iit. 3. — é£exrAdoO.] were broken off (Plat. 
Rep. p. 611 D), «rdw being the proper word for the breaking 
of the young twigs («Arddoc); Theophrastus, c. pl. i. 15. 1. 
They were broken off on account of their unfitness for bearing. 
— ov &é] individualizing address to each Gentile Christian. — 
aypier. av] although being of the wild olive. ayp. is here an 
adjectiveplike €x tis ayptedaiov, ver. 24. This view is assured 
by linguistic usage (Eryc. 4, in Anthol. ix. 237: oxvrdAnv 
aypiénaov, Theocr. xxv. 255; see Jacobs, Delect. Epigr. p. 
33; Lobeck, Paralip. p. 376) and necessary; for the tradi- 
tional interpretation: “oleaster, ¢.e. surculus oleastri,” is as 
arbitrary as the apology for the expression when so explained, 
on the ground that Paul wished to avoid the prolixity of the 
distinction between tree and branch, is absurd (in opposition to 
Hofmann), inasmuch as he would only have needed to employ 
the genitive instead of the nominative, and consequently to 
write not a word more, if he wished to be thus sparing. 
The opinion of Reiche, Riickert, Kollner, Philippi, Krehl, 
Ewald, van Hengel—that the collective body of the Gentiles 
is conceived as an entire tree—is inappropriate to the relation 
portrayed by the figure, because the ingrafting of the Gentiles 
took place at first only partially and in single instances, while 
the ov addressed cannot represent heathendom as a whole, 
and is also not appropriate to the figure ttself, because in fact 
not whole trees, not even quite young ones (in opposition to 
de Wette), are ingrafted either with the stem, or as to all their 
branches ; besides, ver. 24 contradicts this opinion. Matthias 
also takes the right view. — év avrois] may grammatically be 
equally well understood as among them (the branches of the 
noble olive tree generally) — so Erasmus, Grotius, Estius, and 

1 On vv. 17, 18, see Matthias in the Stud. u. Krit. 1866, p. 619 ff. 


2 Without indicating the great multitude of them, in order not to promote 
Gentile-Christian self-exaltation (ver. 18). 
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many others, including Riickert, Fritzsche, Nielsen, Tholuck, 
Philippi, Maier, Reithmayr, Hofmann—or as: in the place of 
the broken-off branches (Chrysostom, Beza, Piscator, Semler, and 
others, including Reiche, Kollner, de Wette, Olshausen), which, 
however, would have to be conceived of, not as ordinarily, in 
locum, but in loco eorum (Olshausen has the right view). The 
first rendering is preferable, because it corresponds to the 
notion of the cvyKxowwwvos. — ris pitns K. 7. mor. T. ed] Of the 
root (which now bears thee also among its own branches, ver. 
18) and fatness (which now goes jointly to thee) of the oltve 
tree. On the latter, comp. Judg. ix. 9. The assumption of a 
hendiadys (of the fat root) (Grotius and others) is groundless and 
weakening.’ The sense without figure is: “Thou hast attained 
to a participation in holy fellowship with the patriarchs, and 
in the blessings of the theocracy developed from them,’—both 
which the unbelieving Jews have forfeited —Has Paul here, 
ver. 17 ff, had in view the process, really used in the East, 07 
strengthening to renewed fertility olive trees by grafting scions of 
. the wild olive upon them (see Columella, v. 9.16; Pallad. xiv. 
53; Schulz, Lett. d. Hochsten, V. p. 88; Michaelis, orient. 
Bibl. X. p. 67 fi, and note, p. 129; Bredenkamp in Paulus, 
Memorab. II. p. 149 ff)? Answer: The subject-matter, which 
he is setting forth, required not at all the figure of the ordinary 
grafting of the noble scion on the wild stem, but the converse, 
namely, that of the ingrafting of the wild scion and its 
ennoblement thereby. The thing thus receiving illustration 
had taken place through the reception of Gentile members into 
the theocracy; and the thing that had taken place he was bound 
to represent (figuratively depict) as it had taken place. “Ordine 
commutato res magis causis quam causas rebus aptavit,” Origen. 
But that, while doing this, he had before his mind that actual 
pomological practice, and made reference to it (Matthias: in 
order to exhibit the wapafnr@Onvas of the unbelieving Jews, 


1 iis wibeneos Would only represent the adjectival notion, if s«/—omitted by 
B C &* Copt. Dam.—were not genuine, as Buttmann in the Stud. u. KXrit. 1860, 
p. 866, pronounces it. Tisch. 8 omits it. But D®° F G@ and Codd. of It. omit 
vis pifns xui (manifestly through a copyist’s error) ; therefore cis p/2ns without 
nai appears as an incomplete restoration. 
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‘ver. 13), is not to be assumed for this reason, that here, con- 
formably to the following xal ovyxowwvos «7.2, there is 
conceived as the object of the ingrafting the ennobled 
fertilization of the graft itself; whereas, in the practice re- 
ferred to, the ingrafted scion was not to receive the fatness 
from the noble tree, not to become fertilized, but to fertilize ; 
for “ foecundat sterilis pingues oleaster olivas, et quae non 
novit munera, ferre docet,” Palladius. 

Ver. 18. pn xatax. tov «rd6.] Boast thyself not against 
(comp. Jas. ii, 13, iii, 14; also in the LXX., not in classical 
Greek) the branches. These are not the broken-of branches, of 
which he has just been speaking (Chrysostom, Theodoret, 
Theophylact, Erasmus, Calovius, and many others, including 
de Wette, Riickert, Ewald), but, according to vv. 16, 17, the 
branches of the olive tree generally (of which some have been 
broken off); without figure, therefore: the people Israel, but 
by no means merely those now composing the non-Christian 
Israel (Hofmann). The Jatter, because the Christian Israelites 
also still belonged to the branches of the olive tree, must, as 
well as the broken-off «rdSor, have been more precisely de- 
signated (against which Hofmann urges subtleties); more- 
over, the following warning would not be suitable to the 
broken-off ones, because they no longer stand in any connec- 
tion with the root. The «Adéoe standing on the root of the 
patriarchs are the Israelites, whether believing or unbelieving ; 
but under the broken-off ones, which are therefore no longer 
borne by the root, we are to think not generally of all those Jews 
who at the time had not yet become believers in Christ (vv. 
13, 14)—otherwise the apostolic mission to the Jews would in 
truth have no meaning (in opposition to Hofmann’s denial of 
this distinction)—but only of those who had rejected the Christ 
preached to them (Acts xxviii 23, 24), and therefore were 
already no longer in living communion with the patriarchal 
root, excluded in God’s judgment from the theocracy borne 
by this root (ix. 7, 8). Hence, too, we are not, with Fritzsche, 
to think in trav «Addov merely of the converted Jews, as indeed 
to give a particular warning against pride towards Jewish- 
Christians was foreign here to the object of the apostle, — e 
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S¢ xatax. «7.r.] But if the case occur, that thow boastest against 
them, then know, reflect: a¢ 7s not thou who bearest, etc.; without 
figure: Thy theocratic position is not the original theocratic 
one, but only a derived one, proceeding from the patriarchs and 
imparted to thee, conditioned by the relation into which thou 
hast entered towards them; thou therefore standest likewise 
only in the relation of a branch to the root, which is borne by 
the latter, and not the converse, and which may not therefore 
bear itself proudly towards its fellow-branches, as though it 
were something better. In these words there lies a warning 
hint beforehand of the possibility which Paul afterwards, vv. 
21, 22, definitely expresses—The od ov rt. pit. Bact «.7.X. is 
to be taken declaratively, See Winer, p. 575 [E. T. 773]; 
Buttmann, p. 338. Comp. on 1 Cor. xi 16. The fact itself 
is quite independent of the case supposed in e «.7.X., but it is 
brought to mind. 

Ver. 19. Ody] therefore; since this reason (ov ov thy pifav 
«.7T.d.) forbids thee xataxavyaoGat, thou wilt have something 
else to allege. — é£exr. x.7.r.] branches were broken off (see 
critical notes), in order that I, etc. This iva éyo has the stress 
of arrogant self-esteem, which, however, is not to be extended 
also to xAdéo* forming the simple subject, and not even 
standing in the first place (Hofmann: “ branches which were so 
are broken off”). 

Vv. 20, 21. By xadas Paul admits the fact; but in what 
follows he points out its cause, as one which must prevent 
haughtiness, and inspire fear and anxiety respecting the dura- 
tion of the. state of grace; assigning the reason in ver. 21. 
— xanas| Good ! recte ais. Demosth. 998. 24; Plat. Phil. 
p. 25 B; Eur. Or. 1216; Lucian, Deor. jud. 10.— The 79 
amictia and tH wiore placed first with emphatic warning 
means: on account of unbelief, etc. Comp. ver. 30. See on 
Gal. vi. 12. — éornxas) thou standest, namely, as a branch upon 
the olive tree. As the figure is present, both before and after- 


1 Were we to read, with the Rec., of xadé3e:, the article would have to be taken 
3uxcsxes of the branches concerned, not the collective branches, from the haughty 
standpoint of the opponents, as Philippi holds. The simple xaa#s of the apostle 
does not suit this, 
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wards, it is opposed to the context to take éorn«. absolutely, 
as the opposite of wirrev (vv. 11, 22, xiv. 4; Fritzsche, 
Tholuck, Krehl, Philippi—the latter doubtfully). — ipr0o- 
dpoveiv, to be haughty (1 Tim. vi. 17), is foreign to classical 
Greek, which has peyadodpovely; yet see scholion on Pind. 
Pyth. ii. 91: tyrndodpovobvta xal Kavydpevoy xataxdwrret 
6 Oeds. The adjective inyrddpoy is found in the classics in 
a goed sense: high-spirited. — hoBod] “ timor opponitur ‘non 
fiduciae, sed supercilio et securitati,’ Bengel. Secure haugh- 
tiness fears not the possible loss. — ray xara gvoww] those 
according to nature, not ingrafted. — pjmas ovde o. deic.] to 
be referred to the underlying conception: i is to be feared" 
(Winer, pp. 469 f, 442 [E T. 632, 595]; Baeumlein, 
Partik. p. 288; Ast, Lex. Plat. IL p. 335). The future is 
more definite and certain than the subjunctive. See Hermann, 
ad El. 992, Aj. 272, Med. p. 357, Elmsl; Stallbaum, ad 
Plat. Rep. p. 451 A; Hartung, Partikell. IL p. 140. At the 
same time the specially chosen mode of expression with pyres 
(Paul does not say directly ovd@ cod delceras, as Lachmann 
reads) is sufficiently mitigating and forbearing. 

Vv. 22, 23. An exhortation inferred from ver. 21, and 
corresponding to py) tyndodpdver, GANA gHoPod in ver. 20. — 
Behold, therefore, the goodness and the severity of God, how both 
divine attributes present themselves before thee side by side. 
That xpnor. and azor. should be without the article is, on 
account of the following @eod* being anarthrous, quite regular, 
and does not entitle us artificially to educe (as Hofmann does) 
the sense of “a goodness” (which is here exhibited), ete. 


1 Observe, however, that gtwes x.¢.4. is not an actual formal apodosis (in 
opposition to van Hengel’s difficulty, by which he sees himself compelled to 
adopt Lachmann’s reading); that, on the contrary, a formal apodosis, as 
frequently along with conditional protases (see Winer, p. 556 [E. T. 748]; 
Buttmann, p. 330), is by anacoluthon suppressed, and instead of it the fear 
eiwes x.¢.A. is independently introduced, in keeping with the emotional vivid- 
ness of the discourse. Consequently : ‘‘ For if God has not spared the natural 
branches, .. . He will, I am apprehensive, also not spare thee.” Stallbaum, 
ad Plat. Symp. p. 199 E, rightly observes that the suppression of the apodosis 
after a conditional protasis has ‘‘ minimum offensionis in familiari colloquio.” 
And such we have here, vv. 19-21. 

3 Comp. Elwert, Quaest. ad philolog. sacr., Tiib. 1860, p. 7 f. 
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According to the correct reading (see the critical notes), a 
point is, with Lachmann, to be placed after dzrotoplay Oeod; 
and with the following nominatives, amoroula and ypyororys 
cov, éori is to be supplied:’ “ Towards the fallen there 1s 
severity, but towards thee (directed to thee) goodness.” The 
fallen are the Jews who have refused to believe—so designated, 
because they are conceived as branches broken off and thereby 
fallen from the tree. Comp. éornxas, ver. 20. In allusion to 
this, the severity of God is also designated as azroroula (only 
here in the N. T., but see on 2 Cor. xiii 10; Kypke, II. p. 
179; Grimm on Wisd. v. 21). This reference to the figure, 
which certainly pervades the whole representation, it is arbi- 
trary to deny (de Wette, Fritzsche).— édv émipeiv. rh xpnordr.] 
af thow shalt abide (see on vi 1) by the goodness, 2.0. of thou 
shalt not have separated thyself from the divine goodness (through 
apostasy from faith), but shalt have remained true to it ; comp. 
Acts xiii. 43. Rightly, therefore, as respects the mode of the 
éryévey tT. xp., Clemens Alex. Paedag. I. p. 140 Pott.: 79 
eis Xpioroy wiotes, But it is erroneous, because contrary to 
the context (for the emphasis lies on ézripelv., and rH ypnorot. 
is but the repetition of the divine attribute just mentioned) 
_ and un-Pauline, to take ypyordrns, with Fritzsche, following 
Ch. Schmidt, in the sense of human rightness of conduct (iii. 
12). Comp. rather on ypneoror., ii. 4, and on Eph. ii. 7; also 
Tit. iii. 4.—érred nat od éxxomnon]) for otherwise thou also (like 
those broken-off branches) shalt be cut off. The threatening 
tenor of the discourse suggests unsought the stronger word 
éxxotr., Which is also in ver. 24 retained of the wild olive tree. 
— Since xdxeivoc’? $2 «.7.d. does not depend on the condition 
previously to be supplied with é7reé, but has its own conditional 
sentence, a point is to be placed (in opposition to Hofmann) 
after éxxom.; and with «dxelvou S¢ a new sentence, still 
further repressing Gentile self -exaltation, must be begun, 

1 To assume epexegetic nominatives absolute (Jacobs, ad Del. epigr. v. 48), 
with Buttmann, neut Gr. p. 829, is inappropriate, because the appended ia» 
eat = ¢.4. can no longer be dependent on 12%, but presupposes an independent 


2 Such, with Griesb. Lachm. Scholz, Tisch., according to a large preponderance 
of evidence, is to be the reading, instead of xa} ixsives, 
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which usual punctuation Lachmann, ed. maj., has again 
adopted: And those, too, if they shall not have persisted in un- 
belief, will be grafted in.—whereby the reception into the true 
divine community (vv. 25, 31) is figuratively depicted. The 
xat puts the éxeivoc on a parallel to the ingrafted wild olive 
branches (ver. 17). — duvaros ydp] if, namely, the cause has 
ceased to exist, on account of which God had to break off 
these branches, the power of God (comp. iv. 21, xiv. 4) leaves 
no doubt, etc. In wdAw the conception is, that by the in- 
grafting their restoration to their previous condition 13 accom- 
plished. Comp. Winer, p. 576.—We may notice that this 
is a probative passage for the possibility of forfeiture of the 
state of grace, for the conversio resistibilis and for reiterabilitas 
gratiae, and also against absolute predestination. 

Ver. 24, I'dp] does not serve to assign the reason of dvva- 
Tos «.7.r., 80 that the ability of God for that reingrafting would 
be popularly illustrated from the facility of this process, as 
according to nature (the ordinary view). Against this it may 
be decisively urged, that—apart from the difficulty which 
experience attests in the conversion of unbelieving Jews—the 
power of God is the correlative, not of that which is easy, but 
precisely of that which is difficult, or which humanly speak- 
ing appears impossible (iv. 21, xiv. 4; 2 Cor. ix. 8; Rom. ix. 
22; Matt. xix. 26; Luke i 37, e¢ al.); and that moc 
HadXoy, as a designation of greater easiness, must have found 
in the context a more precise explanation to that effect, if it was 
not intended to express generally, as elsewhere (comp. Philem. 
16, and the similar use of woAA@ padror), the greater degree 
of probability or certainty. Rightly, therefore, have Winzer, 
Progr. 1828, Reiche, Philippi, and Tholuck, referred the 
yap to the main thought of the previous verse, to éyxevtpic- 
Oncovrat. Yet they should not have taken this ydp as purely 
co-ordinate with the preceding yap, but—as must always be 
done with two such apparently parallel instances of yap—as 
explicative (see on viii. 6), namely, so that after the brief ground 
assigned for éyxevtpicOncovras (Suvares x.7.d.), the same is 
now yet more fully elucidated in regard to its certainty, and 
by this elucidation is still further confirmed. To this the con- 
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firmatory reference to éyxevr. in Hofmann substantially amounts. 
— ov] Gentile-Christian. — ée rijs cata guow . . . dypter.] out 
of the wild olive, which 18 80 according to nature, which by nature 
has grown a wild olive. — apa ¢vow] for the grafting, as an 
artificial proceeding, alters the natural development, and is so 
far contrary to nature (i. 26). The interposition of é£exor. 
brings out more markedly the contrast between cata vow 
and rapa ¢. Very violently the simple words are twisted by 
Hofmann as follows: dypveAaiov is in apposition to é« Tijs 
xata vow; while for the latter there is to be borrowed from 
a@ypueraiou the more general notion of the olive tree, and 1) xara 
g¢vow is the tree, which is so for the branch in a natural 
manner. — eis eadNsér.] into a (not the) noble olive tree. The 
word is also found in Aristotle, Plant. i. 6, in contrast to 
aypién. — ovrot] the Jews who have refused to believe. — 
oi Kata dict] sc. Svres those according to nature. In what 
respect they are so, the context exhibits, namely, as the original 
branches of the holy olive tree, whose root the patriarchs are, 
ver. 16. — 77 idia éX.] for they have originally grown upon it, 
and then have been cut off from it; hence it is still their own 
olive tree. 

Vv. 25-32. The formal and unconditional promise of the 
collective conversion of the Jews, and the confirmatory proof of 
this promise, now follow down to ver. 32.— yap] introduces 
the corroboration of the previous éyxeyrpicOjcovras: “ they 
shall be grafted in, I say; for be rt not withheld from you,” etc. 
—ov Oédrw vas ayvociy] not a mere formula of announce- 
ment generally (Riickert), but always of something important, 
which Paul desires to be specially noticed,i. 13; 1 Cor. x. 1, 
xii 1; 2 Cor.1.8; 1 Thess.iv.13. That which is addressed, 
under the fervent addition of the ddcAdof embracing ail readers, 


1 Fritzsche takes e/ as the relative of: how much more shall these be grafted 
into the olive tree, who, according to nature, shall become grafted into their 
own olive tree! Superfluous in itself,—and what diffuse and unwieldy circum- 
stantiality of expression! Hofmann has nevertheless acceded to this reading of 
oY, in which case, through the punctuation cirs:, of xar& Quew (8c. iyxsyrpebs- 
covras) iyxsyrpebgecrras +9 idig tAaig, nothing is gained. How simply and clearly 
would the thought thus artificially made out have been expressed, if Paul had 
only left out that alleged relative of ! 
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is the whole church, although it stands before the apostle’s eyes 
such as it was, namely, in its predominantly Gentile-Christian 
character. Comp. vv, 13, 28, 30.—7d puorjpiov] has not 
in the N. T. the sense in which profane writers speak of 
mysteries (something mysterious in itself, comprehensible only 
by the initiated, and to be concealed from the profane). See 
on pve and pvorjp., Creuzer on Plotin. de Puler. p. 357 £.; 
Lennep. Ztymol. p. 441; comp. Lobeck, Aglacph. I. p. 85 fff. 
But it signifies that which, wndiscerned by men themselves, has 
been made known to them by divine amoxddvus, and always 
refers to the relations and the development of the Messianic 
kingdom (Matt. xiii. 11). Thus it frequently denotes with Paul 
the divine counsel of redemption through Christ,—as a whole, 
or in particular parts of it,—because it was veiled from men 
before God revealed it (Rom. xvi. 25; 1 Cor. ii. 7-10; Eph. 
iii, 3-5). Whether the contents of a mystery have already 
become known through the preaching of the gospel, may be 
gathered from the scope of the particular passages. That, 
however, which Paul here means by pvoryp., is something the 
amoxaduis of which he is conscious of having received by 
‘ divine illumination (just asin 1 Cor. xv. 51), and he declares 
it as a prophet év amroxadvyper (1 Cor. xiv. 6, 30); without pre- 
supposing that the church, personally still strange to him, was 
already acquainted with the peculiar point of doctrine, as is 
evinced by fva us) Hre év éavrots dpov. He desires, namely, by 
a, disclosure of the pvorjptov, to take care that his readers, from 
their Gentile-Christian standpoint, should not, under a misappre- 
hension of the divine counsel, hold for truth their own views on 
the exclusion of the Israelitish people, and therewith be wise in 
themselves (év éavr., see the critical notes), 7¢ in their own 
judgment (comp. Jas. ii 4). What Luther has: “that ye be not 
proud” (comp. Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, Calovius), is not directly 
expressed, but is rightly pointed out by Theodoret as a conse- 
quence. Comp. Isa. v. 21; Soph. #2. 1055 £ — dre «rr ] 
Contents of the zvornp., namely, the duration of the hardening 
of Israel, which will not be permanent. — zr@pwots] See on 
ver. 7, — d7ré pépous] is to be connected with yéyover, not, as by 
Estius, Semler, Koppe, Fritzsche, contrary to the construction, 
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with t@ "IcpandA. Hardening has partially befallen the people, 
in so far a8 ov mdyres mriotevoay’ odds yap eF éxelvov 
érlaorevoay (Theodoret). Comp.xv.15. Itis therefore to be 
understood. extensively (comp. o¢ Aosrrol, ver. '7; Tuvés, ver. 17), 
not intenswely, as Calvin takes it (attaching it to maa@pecis) : 
guodammodo, which was intended to soften the severity of the 
notion. So taken, it would not modify the conception, but 
alter it (ver. 7 ff.). Kollner finds in amo mw. the statement of 
a single ground of the divine arrangement, leaving it unde- 
cided whether other reasons, and what, were in the mind of 
the apostle: on the one part the hardening had been decreed 
by God over Israel only for the end, that first, etc. But m 
that case do y». must have referred to an expressed iva or the 
like. The temporal view, “for a while” (Hofmann), is here as 
contrary to usage as in 2 Cor. i. 14, ii. 5. Paul would have 
known how to express this sense possibly by ro viv, or by 
the classical réws. —yéyovey] from whom? is known from 
ver. 8. — dypis od] waque dum intraverit. Then—when this 
shall have taken place—the hardening of Israel shall cease. 
Calvin’s «fa ut is intended, in spite of the language, to 
remove the idea of a terminus ad quem; and for the same 
reason Calovius and others employ much artifice in order to 
bring out the sense, that down to the end of the world the 
partial hardening will endure, and therefore, too, the partial 
conversion, but only that which is partial. — ro mAnp. rev var] 
In opposition to Gusset, Wolfburg, and others named by Wolf, 
also Wolf himself, Michaelis, Olshausen, Philippi, who under- 
stand only the complementum ehnicorum serving to make up 
for the unbelieving Jews (“ the recruitment from the Gentiles,” 
Michaelis), the wsus loguendi is not decisive; for according to 
usage that, with which something else is made full, might cer- 
tainly be expressed by the genitive with wAjpapya (Mark viii. 
20, and see on Mark vi 43; comp. Eccles. iv. 6). But how 
enigmatically, and in a manner how liable to misapprehension, 
would Paul have indicated the supposed thought, instead of 
simply and plainly writing +o mAnpwpua avrov To ex Tov 
é0vav! especially as already, in ver. 12, the analogous expres- 
sion 76 7A pwua avTov was used in the sense of “their full 
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number.”  ¥ritzeche also finds too little: caterva gentilsum, so 
that only a great multitude is meant. Comp. on Eph. i. 19. 
We must observe the correlation of amo pépous .. . wAnpepa 
... 7as: a part of Israel is hardened, until the Gentiles col- 
lectively shall have come in, and, when that shall have taken 
place, then all Israel will be saved. The conversion of the 
Gentiles ensues by successive stages; but when their éotalsty 
shall be converted, then the conversion of the Jews in 
their totality will also ensue; so that Paul sees the latter— 
which up to that epoch certainly also advances gradually in 
individual cases—ensuing, after the full conversion of the Gen- 
tiles, as the event completing the assemblage of the church 
and accomplishing itself probably in rapid development.’ All 
this, therefore, before the Parousia, not by means of zt. Comp. 
on Acts iii 20. The expression 70 wrAnpopa 7. €Ovey is there- 
fore to be taken numerically: the plena copia of the Gentiles 
(of whom in the first instance only a fraction has come and is 
coming in), their full number. Rightly Theophylact: dyres, 
but with arbitrary limitation he adds: of rpoeyvwopévos eOrtxoi. 
Just 80, m substance, Augustine, Oecumenius, and many others, 
including even van Hengel: “plenus numerus gentilium, 
quotquot comprehendebant proposita Det,” comp. Krummacher : 
“only the eect among the Gentiles.” The collective multitude 
of the Gentiles in the strict sense Hofmann seeks to get rid 
of, by making 1o wAnpwpa serve only to emphasize the fact 
that ra 26vn is to be thought of “in the full compass of the 
notion,” so that by ro wAnp. +r. éOvav no other full amount 
is intended than that which would be expressed by 7a 
&Ovn itself. Thus there would result as the sense: until no 

1 There would have been no offence taken at the full scnse of the wAspupa cov 
bévev, a8 well as of the correlate was "Iepasa, ver. 26, and there would have been 
no occasion to seek artificial limitations of the fulness of these notions, had it 
been sufficiently considered that Paul is speaking apocalyplically, in virtue of 
his prophetic contemplation of the last sacred-historical development before the 
Parousia. The prophet (comp. e.g. Acts ii. 17, xi. 28) contemplates and speaks 
of the grand things in the perspective opened to his view in the bulk and sum- 
marily, without being answerable for such utterances according to strict mathe- 
matical precision. By a restrictive explaining away and modification of these 


utterances the prophetic character and spirit suffers a violence foreign to it, 
against which the simple and clear words do not cease to offer resistance. 
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people of the Gentile world is any longer found outside the 
church. This is decidedly at variance with ver. 12, and with 
the whole context down to its evident concluding verse (ver. 
32), according to which not the peoples as such (in the lump, 
as it were), but all persons who compose them, must be the 
subjects of the entrance into the church and of the divine 
mercy. The above interpretation is a process of rationalizing, 
artificial and far-fetched, and contrary to the language and the 
context, by interpreting what is said of the ¢ndividuals as 
applying to the nations ; just as Beyschlag, p. 75, understands 
the two great growps of mankind to be thought of here and in 
ver. 26. — eicéN On] namely, into the community prefigured by 
the holy olive tree, z¢ into the people of God. There is 
not yet mention of the kingdom of Messiah ; its establishment 
is later. The passage Col. i. 13 is wrongly employed with a 
view to supply es +. Bacid. Beod. See in loc. 

Ver. 26 f. Kal oftw| And so, namely, after the mA7jpwpa tov 
é6yev shall have come in. The modal character of the ottw 
therefore lies in the succession of time conditioning the emer- 
gence of the fact (comp. 1 Cor. xi 28), as it also in the 
classics, in the sense of so then, embraces what has been pre- 
viously said.’ See Schweighiuser, Lex. Herod. II. p. 167; 
Thucyd. iii. 96. 2; Xen. Anad. iii. 5.6; Dem. 644. 18, 802. 20. 
Theodoret rightly says: trav yap €Ovav SeEauévwv 7d xypuypa 
muorevoovet Kaxeivot, and that, according to ver. 11, under the 
impulse of powerful emulation. We may add that this great. 
final result is brought into more important prominence, if we 
take xai otrw «.7.d. independently, than if we make it form 
part of the statement dependent on 67s (Lachmann, Tischen- 
dorf, Fritzsche, Ewald, Hofmann, and others). — was Iopanr] 
This notion, so definitely expressed, of the totality of the people 
is in no way to be limited; the whole of those are intended, 
who, at the time that the fulness of the Gentiles shall have 

1 Hofmann, in connection with his incorrect explanation of dé gipovs, ver. 25, 
refers evew to the temporal limitation of the Jewish hardening; through the fact 
that the latter took place in the jirst instance only and thus in its time ceases, 
there is given to the people the possibility (?), etc. In this way this definitely © 


prophetic element, which lies in the sa} stew joined to what immediately pre- 
cedes, is removed, and resolved into something entirely self-evident ! 
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come in, will compose Israel. All Israelites who up to that 
time shall be still unconverted, will then be converted to sal- 
vation, so that at that term entire Israel will obtain the saving 
deliverance; but comp., as to the quite unlimited expression, 
the remark on ver. 25. Limitations from other interests than 
that of exegesis have been suggested : such as that the spiritual 
Israel, Gal. vi. 16, is meant (Augustine, Theodoret, Luther, 
Calvin, Grotius, and others, including Krummacher) ; ; or only 
the select portion of the Jews (Calovius, Bengel, and several 
others, including Olshausen: “all those members of the 
Israelitish people who from the beginning belonged to the 
true Actua”); or that was is to be taken comparatwwely only 
of the greater number, of the &uWk (Oecumenius, Wetstein, 
Riickert, Fritzsche, Tholuck). To this comes in substance also 
Hofmann’s explanation: “that the people, as a people, will be 


1 ‘Ego Israelis nomen ad totum Dei populum extendo, hoc sensu: Quum 
gentes ingressae fuerint, simul et Judaei ex defectione se ad fidei obedientiam 
recipient, atque ita complebitur salus totius Jeraclie Dei, quem ex utrisque 
colligt oportet."—The Reformers were induced to depart from the literal sense 
of the apostle, not by exegetical, but by dogmatic considerations, and also by 
their bad opinion of Jewish depravity (‘‘a Jew or Jewish heart is as hard as 
stock, stone, tron, or devil, so as in no way to be moved,” etc., Luther, 1548, who 
passed a milder judgment at an earlier period). Still the literal interpretation 
remained predominant amongst the Reformed through the influence of Beza ; and 
through Calixtus and Spener it became so again in the Lutheran Church, in which 
it had even at an earlier period asserted its claims, through Hunnius, Balduin, and 
others, in spite of Luther’s authority. Melanchthon held simply by the state- 
ment (see his Znarratio, 1556): ‘‘futurum esse ut subinde usque ad finem mundi 
aliqus ex Judaeis convertantur.”’ The modest addition which he made at an 
earlier period (1540), of a possible universal conversion of the Jews, is not found 
in this, his last exposition of the epistle. Following Luther, Calovius also ex- 
plains it only of a successive conversion of the Jews, which is gradually to ensue 
up to the end of the world, so that there is merely meant a magnus numerus still 
to be converted. So, too, others in Calovius, and now also Philippi (p. 557 ff.) 
joins them: Israel is partially hardened until tho entrance of the pleroma of the 
Gentiles ; and in this way, namely, that out of the only partially hardened people 
a great assemblage of believing ones is continually being formed until the end of 
the days, will the entire Israel properly aimed at by the O. T. divine word, 
according to the prophetic passage, be saved. It is self-evident that thus all the 
elements which form the points properly so called of this interpretation are forced 
upon the text, and the result is an historical process recognisable by any one, 
concerning which it is not easy to see how Paul could introduce it as a pversper. 
—On the history of the exposition of this passage, see, moreover, Calovius, 
p. 190 ff., and Luthardt. 
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converted ;” but eas “Icpannd is, in fact, not “JZsrae as a 
whole,’ but rather the entire Israel, as is also meant in 2 Chron. 
xii, 1 and in all O. T. passages, in contrast to amd pépous, 
ver. 25. Comp. més olxos ‘Iop., Acts ii. 36, ras 6 Aads “Iop., 
and the like. This also against Weiss, biti. Theol. p. 404. — 
cwOjcerat| will be saved, unto Messianic salvation, by their 
conversion to Christ. — xafas yéyp.] For was "Iap. swbhjc. 
Paul finds a Scripture warrant} not merely a substratum for 
his own ideas (Tholuck), in Isa. lix. 20, 21 (not quite closely 
after the LXX., and, from ray onwards, with a bringing in of 
xxvii. 9; see Surenhus. xatadr. p. 503 £); to the prophetic 
sense of this passage the future salvation of all Israel corre- 
sponds as result. éx Yuov] for from God will the deliverer 
come; the theocratic central-point and dwelling-place of the 
divine kingdom is the holy mount of Zion. Comp. Ps. xiv. 7, 
liii, 7, e¢ al. See also ix. 33. The LXX. have, following 
the original, &exey Sudy (fi"¥?, de. for Zion). Our ee Xudv 


1 Not, however, as though Paul had derived his prophecy from Isa. l.c., for the 
Sos wapucis.. . wu) odrw he could not derivethence. Rather has he—after having 
by dwonnacyu recognised the declared psser%per—now also recognised an O. T. 
prophecy in reference to that constituent of it which is contained in wis "Iepana 
cubsesvras; this, therefore, pertains no longer to the dwexdavyis, by which the 
puorspor itself was disclosed to him, but is to be ascribed to his own apprehension 
of the meaning of Scripture. The Messianic prophecy of Isa. lix. 20, 21 (also with 
the Rabbins a solemn Messianic utterance ; see Schoettg. Hor. II. pp. 71, 187), 
refers merely to the Israelites turning from apostasy, and appears therefore in- 
capable of warranting was 'Ispahd eubiesra:, We have, however, to observe that, 
according to the apostle’s view and exposition in ver. 17 f£., it is only those who 
reject Christ among the Jews who have fallen away from the true theocracy (from 
the olive tree) ; consequently, if these are converted, entire Jerael is reconciled, 
because they who remained and do remain in the theocracy are those who have 
accepted and accept the preaching of Christ—of whom the swenpia is therefore 
self-evident. This mode of apprehending the quotation, corresponding to the 
contextual view of the state of the matter, excludes the far-fetched and artificial 
expedient which Fritzsche offers, when he brings out from the anarthrous deiBsias, 
and from ras épsaprias having the article (aliqua peccata—all sins), the result 
that in the first half only the elect Israelites, but in the second the entire people, 
are meant.—Following Calvin and others, Glockler again believes that ver. 27 
is borrowed from Jer. xxxi. 81-34; but this must be rejected, because xa) avon 
. « « seabyxey stands in Isa. lix. 21, while Srey «.¢.. stands literally in Isa. xxvii. 
9. Philippi also thinks that the contents of the passage in Jeremiah floated 
before the mind of the apostle. If this were the case, why should he not have 
cited this well-known leading passage in reference to the new covenant ? 


236 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 


is a variation of memory, occasioned by the reminiscence of other 
passages (comp. Ps. xiv. 7, liii. 7, cx. 2); for &vexey &. would 
have been quite as suitable to the apostle’s purpose (in opposi- 
tion to Reiche, Fritzsche, van Hengel); hence to discover in- 
tentional reasons for this deviation (Philippi: in order to bring 
into stronger relief the claim of the people as contrasted with 
the Gentiles) is groundless. Nor was this deviation more 
convenient (Hofmann) for the apostle, namely, in order to 
designate Christ’s place of manifestation ; but it involuntarily 
on his part found its way into the citation freely handled — 
6 pvopevos| te. not God (Grotius, van Hengel), who first 
emerges in ver. 27, but the Messiah. In the Heb. we find 
Orel, a deliverer, without the article, by which, however, no 
other is intended. The future coming of the deliverer which 
is here predicted is, in the sense of the fulfilment of this 
prophecy, necessarily that whereby the was "IcpayrA cwOyoeras 
will be effected; consequently not the Parousia, because the 
conversion of all Israel must be antecedent to this, but rather 
that specially efficacious self-revelation of Christ in the preach- 
ing of His gospel (comp. Eph. ii. 17), to be expected by the 
future, whereby He will bring about that final sacred-historical 
epoch of the people, the conversion of its totality. Erro- 
neously, however, Augustine, Chrysostom, Theodoret, and Beda 
have supposed it predicted that Elijah or Enoch would appear 
before the end of the world as converter of the Jews. — 
atootp, aoe. até ’Iax.] He will turn away, i.e. (comp. Bar. 
iii, 7; 1 Macc. iv. 58) remove, do away with impieties from 
Jacob. By this, in the sense of the apostle, is meant the 
atoning, reconciling work of the Messiah (comp. John 1. 29: 
aipwy tr. dpapt.), which He will accomplish in Israel by its 
conversion. Hence there follows, as the eorrelative to this in 
ver. 27, the forgiveness of sins on the part of God, procured 
through Him, and that as the actually saving essence of the 
covenant, which the people possesses from God.' Compare the 
original text, which, however, instead of «. dmrootp. aceB. a7ro 
"TaxoB has apy. ywp ‘avi, and for those turning from apostasy 


' How happy a final result! Instead of a rejection of the people of God (ver. 1), 
the covenant of God with them now subsists in its entire fulfilment! 
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in Jacob, Paul, however, because following generally in this 
quotation the LXX., retains also its deviation from the original 
' text, but not as if this could have been more welcome to him 
for his object, for in that respect he might have just as well 
made use of the words of the original. — arn] points to the 
following (comp. 1 John v. 2), so that the sense of ver. 27 is: 
“ And when I shall have forgiven their sins, this, this remission 
of sins conferred by me, will be my covenant to them, 1.e. they 
will therein have from me the execution of my covenant.” 
Both in the original and in the LXX. aidry points to the 
following, in which the words of the covenant (ro mvedua To 
éuov ... ov pn exAlary ex rod oro. «.7.r.) are adduced ; but 
instead of them, Paul, for the object which he has in view, 
puts Sray adérAwpas «.7.r. from Isa. xxvii. 9, where likewise a 
preceding demonstrative (rodro dorw 4 evrAoyia avrod) points 
forward to drav. Hence we may not, with others (including 
Kollner and Hofmann), refer airn to the preceding, in which 
case arootp. aoeBelas aro’ Tax. is supposed to point to the 
moral conversion, and aged, T. aapt. avr. to the forgiveness, on 
the ground of which that conversion takes place (see Hofmann). 
According to this view, the essence of the covenant would lie 
in sanctification, not in reconciliation, which would be conceived 
rather as antecedent to the covenant,—a view which runs 
counter to the N. T. doctrine (Matt. xxvi. 26; Heb. ix. 15 ff., 
x. 29, xii 24, xili. 20).— 2 map’ éwod Siabnnn] The covenant 
which proceeded from me, which was made on my part. See 
Bernhardy, p. 250 f.; Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 182 f.; van 
Hengel, 27 loc. 


REMARK.—The conversion of entire Israel promised by Paul 
aS a pwvorjpov revealed to him, has not yet taken place; for the 
opinion, that the promise had been fulfilled already in the 
apostolic age through the conversion of a great part of the 
people (comp. Euseb. H. #. ii. 35; Judaizantes in Jerome; 
Grotius, Limborch, Wetstein), is set aside, notwithstanding Acts 
xxi. 20, by the literal meaning of ré&¢ "Iopasia and of rAdpaya rav 
éévav. The fulfilment is to be regarded as still future, as the last 
step in the universal extension of Christianity upon earth. In 
respect of ¢ime no more special definition can be given, than 
that the conversion of the totality of the Gentiles must precede 
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it; whence only this is certain, that it is still a time very 
distant. Paul has certainly viewed the matter as near, seeing 
that he conceived the Parousia itself to be near (not merely, 
perhaps, its possible, but its actual emergence—in opposition to 
Philippi),—a conception which was shared by him with the 
whole apostolical church, although it remained without the 
verification of the event, as this was conceived of. But the 
promise of the conversion of the people of Israel is not on 
that account itself to be regarded as one, the fulfilment of 
which is no longer to be hoped for,—as though, with the non- 
verified conception of the ¢ime of the event, the event ctself 
should fall to the ground (Ammon, Reiche, Kollner, Fritzsche) ; 
for it is the fact in itself, and not the epoch of it, which is 
disclosed by the apostle as part of the «vores which was 
revealed to him; and therefore this disclosure rested on the 
dmroxdaurig received, not on individual opinion and expecta- 
tion. The duration of time until the Parousia was not subject- 
matter of revelation, Acts i. 7, and the conception of it belongs, 
therefore, not to that in the apostolic teaching which has the 
guarantee of divine certainty, but to the domain of subjective 
hope and expectation, which associated themselves with what 
was revealed,—a distinction which even Philippi does not 
reject, The latter, however, endeavours to remove from the 
category of error the apostolic expectation of the nearness 
of the Parousia, because it was not cherished with that divine 
certainty; but cannot thereby prevent it, where it is pre- 
supposed so definitely, as eg. xiii. 11, or is expressed so uncon- 
ditionally, as eg. 1 Cor. xv. 51, 52, from being characterized 
by an unprejudiced mind as a human error, which did not, 
however, exclude occasionally other moods, as in 2 Cor. v. 8, 
Phil. i 23. Ofsuch human mistakes and vacillations, which 
lie outside the range of revealed truth, that truth is inde- 
pendent (against Hoelemann, neve Bibelstud. p. 232 ff, and 
others)—We may further notice that our passage directly 
controverts the Ebionitish view, now renewed in various 
quarters (Chr. A. Crusins, Delitzsch, Baumgarten, Ebrard, 
Auberlen, and others; expositors of the Apocalypse), of an 
actual restoration of Israel to the theocratic kingdom in 
Canaan, as to be expected on the ground of prophetic predic- 
tions (Hos. ii. 2,16 ff, iii. 4, 5; Isa, xi 11, xxiv. 16, chap. 
lx.; Jer. xxxiv. 33, e al.). Israel does not take in the 
church, but the church takes in Israel; and whenever this 
occurs, Israel has in the true sense again its kingdom and its 
Canaan. Comp. Tholuck on ver. 25; Kahnis, Dogm. L p. 576 f£; 


a” 
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Hengstenberg, Christol. I. p. 256 ; and see especially Bertheau, 
in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1859, p. 353 ff. 


Ver. 28 ff. Yet a final summary gathering up of the sacred- 
historical relation of Israel to God, and (vv. 29-32) discussion 
of it; in which, however, the reference, bearing on the apostle’s 
object, to the statement xal ottw was "Iopajr cwbjcera 
does not require the parenthesizing of xaBas yéypamrrat x.7.d. 
(Ewald), as in ver. 28 the substantive verb is easily and 
obviously supplied.—The unbelieving Israelites as such are the 
subject (ata, ver. 27).—xaTa Td evayy.| The relation is 
thereby designated, according to which they are éyOpol. The 
gospel was preached to them; but they rejected it, in which 
relation they are hated of God. In conformity with the mes- 
sage of salvation, which reached them, but was despised by 
them (comp. ver. 25), they must necessarily be éy@pol; since 
in fact, not accepting the Scavocvrn proffered in the gospel, 
they remained under the wrath of God (ver. 7). According 
to the context, we must think of the aweiMea of the Jews, 
ver. 30; and therefore neither of their exclusion from the 
gospel (Fritzsche), nor even of the diffusion of the latter 
(Riickert). — éyOpol}] not my enemies (Theodoret, Luther, 
Grotius, Semler, and others), nor yet enemies of the gospel (Chry- 
sostom, Theophylact, Michaelis, Morus, Rosenmiiller). That, on 
the contrary, Gem (see on Gal. iv. 16) is to be supplied, as 
cod with ayarnrol, is evident generally from the connection 
with vv. 27 and 29; and that éyOpol is to be explained not 
in an active (Olshausen, van Hengel, Ritschl, and older inter- 
preters), but in a passive sense (fo whom God 1s hostile), is 
shown by the contrast of dyamnrof Comp. on v. 10.— &’ 
upas| for your sake, because you are thereby to attain to 
salvation, ver. 11.— «ard tiv ed} is usually taken: as 
fellow-members of the nation elected to be the people of God; 
comp. ver. 2. But éxdr\oyj—differently from the mpoéyva, 
ver. 2—has already been clearly defined in vv. 5, 7 as the 
elect Actuua, and hence, with Ewald, is here also to be taken 
in this sense. Consequently: in conformity with the fact, 
however, that among them is that elect remnant. This be- 
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lieving écXoyn is the living testimony of the undying love of 
God towards the people. Comp. ver. 5.— 8d rovs mar.} for 
the fathers’ sake. Calvin aptly remarks: “ Quoniam ab illis 
propagata fuerat Dei gratia ad posteros, secundum pacti for- 
mam: Deus tuus et seminis tui;” comp. ver. 16; Luke i 
54, 56. 

Ver. 29. Confirmation of the second half of ver. 28 by the 
axiom: “ Unrepented, and so subject to no recall, are the dis- 
plays of grace and (especially) the calling of God.” The 
application to be made of this general proposition is: Con- 
sequently God, who has once made this people the recipient 
of the displays of His grace and has called them to the Mes- 
sianic salvation, will not, as though He had repented of this, 
again withdraw His grace from Israel, and leave and abandon 
His calling of Israel without realization —On derapérnrtos, 
comp. 2 Cor. vil. 10. 

Vv. 30, 31. I'ap] not referable to ver. 28 (Hofmann), in- 
troduces that, which, according to the economy of salvation 
under the divine mercy, will emerge as actual proof of 
the truth of ver. 29.—nevOnoare] have refused obedience, 
which came to pass through unbelief. For the elucidation 
of this, see i 18 ff. — viv Sé] contrast to the time before 
they become Christian (zroré), Eph. ii. 8. — 7AenOnre] For 
the reception into Christianity with its blessings is, as 
generally, so in particular over-against the preceding 77ret- 
Ojcare, on God's part solely the work of mercy. — TH TovTwy 
atrevO.| through the disobedience of these ; for they are éyOpot Se’ 
tpas, ver. 28. Comp., besides, vv. 11 f, 15,19 f. The non- 
compliance of the Jews with the requirement of faith in the 
gospel brought ahout the reception of the Gentiles, The latter, 
the converted Gentiles, are individualized by the address to 
the Gentile-Christian community of the readers (épets).—77rei- 
@noay] namely, through rejection of the gospel—r@ dperépm 
édéet] is, on account of the parallelism, to be joined to the 
following (iva «.7.d.), and the dative to be taken in the sense 
of mediate agency, like 19 Tovr. amre:O.: in order that through 
the mercy that befell you (which may excite them to emulation 
of your faith, ver. 11), mercy should also accrue to them. 
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The position of 7. dy. €d. before the introductory conjunc- 
tion is for the sake of emphasis; comp. 2 Cor. xii. 7; Gal. 
iv. 10, e al.; Winer, p. 522 [E. T. 688}. Hence the 
parallelism is not to be sacrificed by placing a comma after 
éréet. Nevertheless such is the course followed—and with 
very different views of the dative, arbitrarily departing from 
the datival notion in rf rovr. amwewera—by the Vulgate (“in 
vestram misericordiam”), Peschito, Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, 
Estius, Wolf, Morus, Lachmann, Gloéckler, Maier, Ewald (“so 
these also became now disobedient alongside of [bet] your 
mercy”), Buttmann in the Stud. u. Krit. 1860, p. 367 (“in 
favour of yout mercy, that you might find mercy”), and 
others. — iva] the divinely ordained aim of the 4relOncav. 
On the emphatic dperéow in the objective sense, see Winer, 
p. 145 [E. T. 191]; Kiihner, IT. 1, p. 486. 

Ver. 32. Establishment of ver. 30 f, and that by an 
exhibition of the wniversal divine procedure, with the order 
of which that which is said in ver. 31 of the now disobedient 
Jews and their deliverance is incorporated. Thus ver. 32 is 
at once the grand summary and the glorious key-stone—im- 
pelling once more to the praise of God (ver. 33 ff.)\—of the 
whole preceding section of the epistle.' — ovyxrelw eis: to 
include in (2 Macc. v. 5, comp. Luke v. 6), has, in the later 
Greek (Diod. Sic. xix. 19, comp. xx. 74, frequently in Poly- 
bius), and in the LXX. (after the Heb. 1907 with 5), also 
the metaphorical sense: to hand over unto or under a power 
which holds as it were in ward. Comp. on Gal. iii. 22, 23. 
Correspondent, as regards the notion, is wapéSwxe, i. 24. The 
compound expression strengthens the meaning ; it does not de- 
note simul (Bengel and others)—The effective sense is not to 
be changed, which has been attempted by taking it sometimes 
as declarative (Chrysostom, Theodoret, Grotius, Zeger, Glass, 
Wolf, Carpzov, Wetstein, Ch. Schmidt), sometimes as permis- 
sive (Origen, Cornelius a Lapide, Estius, and many others, 
including Flatt and Tholuck). — eis azre/@.| towards God; see 


1**Note this prime saying, which condemns all the world and man’s 
righteousness, and alone exalts God’s mercy, to be obtained through faith” 
(Luther’s gloss), 
ROM. IL Q 
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vv. 30, 31.—ovs advras] Of Gentiles (ipeis) and Jews 
(ofros) Paul has previously spoken; hence of mayres now 
comprises the dofality, namely all Jews and Gentiles jointly 
and severally,— cunctos 3. wniversos, i. e. singulos in unum 
corpus colligatos,” Ellendt, Lex. Soph. IT. p. 521. Comp. on 
the subject-matter, iii, 9, 19; Gal. iii. 22. So necessarily 
also the following rovs ardyras. The view which understands 
only the two masses of Jews and Gentiles, these two halves of 
mankind in the gross (usually so taken recently, as by 
Tholuck, Fritzsche, Philippi, Ewald, Weiss), cannot suit the 
comprehensive 1. mayras (as if it were equal to rods dpudoré- 
pous), since it is by no means appropriate to the mere number 
of two, but only to their collectwe subjects. Not even the 
Jewish éxdoy}, vv. 7, 28, is to be excepted (Maier, van 
Hengel), because its subjects were also before their conversion 
sinners (iii. 23), and therefore subjected to the power of dis- 
obedience towards God ; for the cvvéwrecoe . . . arreOelay points 
back, in the case of each single member of the collective 
whole, to the time before conversion and wnt conversion. If 
we should desire to refer ot wdyvres merely to the Jews (van 
Hengel by way of a suggestion, and Hofmann), who are meant 
as a people in their collective shape (consequently not in all in- 
dividuals ; see Hofmann), the close relationship between ver. 30 
and ver. 31 would be opposed to it, since the reference of ydp 
merely to the apodosis in ver. 31 is quite arbitrary ; and, indeed, 
the bold concluding thought in ver. 32 possesses its great 
significance and its suitableness to the following outburst of 
praise, simply and solely through its all-comprehensive contents. 
And even apart from this, rovs wdyvras in fact never denotes: 
them as a collective whole, as a people; but, as universally (in 
1 Cor. ix. 22,x.17; 2 Cor. v. 14; Phil. ii 21; comp. Eph. 
iv. 13; 2 Macc. xi 11, xii. 40, ef al., and in all the classical 
writers) all of them, as also only in this sense does the suitable 
emphasis fall on the repetition in the apodosis. — fa r. 1. 
édenoy]| in order that He may have mercy upon all, This divine 
purpose Paul saw to be already in part attained —namely, in 


1 oi wdévess has, as is well known, the sense of in all in the case of numbers. 
See Kriiger, § 50. 11. 13 ; Kiihner, IT. 1, p. 545. 
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the case of all already converted; but its general fulfilment 
lay, to his view, in the development of the future on to the 
great terminus expressed in ver. 25 f. We may observe that 
our passage is at variance not merely with the decretum repro- 
bationis (“hanc particulam universalem opponamus tentationi 
de particularitate ...; non fingamus in Deo contradictorias 
voluntates,’ Melanchthon), but also with the view (Olshausen, 
Krummacher, and older expositors) that Paul means the collectiwe 
body of the elect. See rather ver. 25 f. The aroxardoracis 
is not, however, to be based on our passage for this reason, that 
the universality of the divine purpose of redemption (comp. 
1 Tim. ii. 4), as well as the work of redemption having taken 
place for the justification of all (ver. 18), does not exclude its 
final non-realization in part through the fault of the indivi- 
duals concerned,’ and cannot do away with either the appli- 
cability of the purpose-clause exhibited in principle and 
summarily in prophetic fashion (comp. remark on ver. 25), nor 
with the divine judgment on final concrete self-frustrations of 
the counsel of salvation. And this the less, because such mis- 
interpretations of the universalistic axiom are opposed by the 
apostle’s doctrine of election as a sure corrective. There has 
been incorrectly discovered in such general expressions a want 
of consistency on the part of Paul, namely, “ undeveloped out- 
lines of a liberal conception” (Georgii in the Theol. Jahrb. 
1845, L p. 25). 

Ver. 33. The great and holy truth containing the whole 
divine. procedure in preparing bliss (ver. 32),—with which 
Paul ‘now arrives at the close of his entire development of doc- 
trine in the epistle——compels first an enraptured expression 
of praise to God from his deeply-moved heart, before he can 
commence the exhortations, which he then (chap. xii.) purposes 
to subjoin. — @ BdGos] Oaupafovros éotiv 4 pijots, ove eiddros 
To way, Chrysostom.— The depth is an expression of great 
JSulness and superabundance, according to the very prevalent 
mode of expressing also in the classics greatness of riches by 
BaOos mAovrou (Soph. 47. 130, and Lobeck, in loc. ; but comp. 


1 Comp. Gerlach, d. letzten Dinge, p. 154 ff. ; Schmid, in the Jahrb. f. D. 
Th. 1870, p. 133. 
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with Ellendt, I. p. 286), Ba@ds adobros (Ael. V. Z. iii. 18), 
Badd mrovtety (Tyrt. iii. 6), Ba@vmdovros, very rich (Aesch. 
Suppl. p. 549, Crinag. 17), BaOvirrovews (Poll. iii. 109). 
Comp. Dorville, ad Charit. p. 232 ; Blomfield, Gloss. ad Aesch. 
Pers. 471. By this sense we are here to abide, just because 
mdovrov is added, and without deriving the expression from the 
conception of subterranean treasure-chambers (van Hengel!'); 
and we are not to find in it the sense of wnsearchableness 
(Philippi), which is not expressed even in 1 Cor. ii 10, 
Judith viii. 14, and is not required by the following ws dave. 
x.T.W., since this rather characterizes the BdOos sodias Kat 
yvecews from the point of view of human knowledge, to which 
it must necessarily be unfathomable, but in a peculiar relation. 
- In tts reference to sodias x. yvooews, namely, BdGos is the 
depth of wisdom, 2.e. the fulness of wisdom, which is acquainted 
with the nature and the connection of its objects not super- 
ficially, but exhaustively and fundamentally, and is therefore 
incomprehensible by human judgment. See on AdOos and 
Baus, as applying to mental depth (Plat. Theaet. p. 183 E; 
Polybius, xxvii. 10. 3, vi. 24. 9, xxi. 5. 5), Dissen, ad Pind. 
Nem. iv. 7, p. 396; Blomfield, ad Aesch. Sept. 578; Jacobs, 
ad Anthol. XI. p. 252. Comp. Babvdpwy, Pind. Nem. vii. 1; 
Plut. Sol. 14; Ba@vBouvdos, Aesch. Pers. 138. — dovrov] is 
either regarded as opening the series of genitival definitions of 
Babos: O depth (1) of riches, and (2) of wisdom, and (3) of 
knowledge of God (so Origen, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theo- 
phylact, Grotius, Bengel, Semler, Flatt, Tholuck, Koliner, de 
Wette, Olshausen, Fritzsche, Philippi, Ewald, Hofmann, Man- 
gold, and others); or the two other genitives are subordinated 
to aAovrov (Augustine, Ambrosiaster, Luther, Calvin, Beza, 
Wolf, Koppe, Reiche, van Hengel, and others), in which case, 
however, 846. adovr. is not to be resolved into deep riches, 
but is to be taken: O depth of riches in wisdom as well as 
in knowledge of God; comp. Col. ii. 2; Rom. ii. 4. The deci- 
sion between these two suppositions is given by what follows, 
of which @ Bdos... @cod is the theme As vv. 33, 34 


' This idea might have been precluded by the fact that the expression Bétes 
xanwy (Eur. Hel. 310) and the like are used. 
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describe the codia and yraots, and vv. 35, 36 the mdovtos 
@cov, the former view, which also primarily and most naturally 
presents itself, is to be preferred. IIXodros, however, is usually 
understood of the divine riches of grace (comp. ii. 4, x. 12; 
Eph. i. 7, ii. '7); see ver. 32. To this ver. 35 aptly corresponds ; 
and see x. 12. But since no genitival definition is appended, 
we must content ourselves simply with the sense of the word 
itself; how superabundantly rich is God! Phil. iv. 19. Comp. 
Riickert, Fritzsche, Philippi, Hofmann. — Jodia and yraccs 
are certainly to be distinguished (comp. on Col. it 3), but 
popularly, so that the former, the more general, is the wisdom 
of God (comp. xvi. 27; Eph. iii. 10), ruling everything in the 
best way for the best end ; while the latter, the more special, is 
the knowledge pertaining to it of all relations, and thus espe- 
cially of the means which He therein employs, of the methods 
which He has therein to take. To the latter—the yvaous—are 
to be referred ai od0t avrod, i.e. His measures, modes of procedure, 
at otxovo.lat, Chrysostom (comp. Heb. iii. 10, Acts xiii. 10, 
according to the Heb. 375, and also to classical usage); to the 
former—the cogdia—belong ra xplpata avrod, t.e. decisions, re- 
solves formed, according to which His action proceeds (comp. 
Zeph. ii. 8 ; Wisd. xii. 12), as He, eg., has decided, according to 
ver. 32, that all should be disobedient, in order that all might 
find mercy. On account of the deep cogia of God His xpiyata 
are unsearchable for men, etc. — avefepevynros, unscarchable, is 
found only in Heraclitus as quoted in Clement and Symmachus, 
Prov. xxv. 3, Jer. xvii. 9, Suidas ; avefvyviaotos, untraceable 
(Eph. iii. 8), ob pnd tyves doriv ebpety (Suidas), corresponds 
to the metaphorical o50/, Comp. Job v. 9, ix. 10, xxxiv. 24; 
Manass. 6 ; Clement, ad Cor. i. 20. 

Ver. 34. Paul, by way of confirming his entire exclamation 
in ver. 33 (not merely the second half), continuing by ydp, 
adopts the words of Isa. xl. 13 (almost quite exactly after the 
LXX.) as his own. Comp. 1 Cor. ii, 16; Judith viii. 13, 
14; Wisd. ix. 17; Ecclus. xviii. 2 ff—The first half has been 
referred to yvaots, the second to the copia (Theodoret, Theo- 
phylact, Wetstein, Fritzsche), and rightly so. Paul goes back 
with his three questions upon the yva@ers, to which the voids, the 


Hf 
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divine reason as the organ of absolute knowledge and truth, 
corresponds ;? upon the codéa, which has no ovpPovdos; and 
(ver. 35) upon the m)ovros, from which results the negation 
of tis rpoédwxev «rr. Philippi is opposed to this view, but 
can at the same time (similarly van Hengel and Hofmann) only 
bring out in a very far-fetched and indirect manner the result, 
that ver. 35 also sets forth the divine wisdom and knowledge 
(so far, namely, as the latter is not bound from without). — 
tés ovpP. abtov éyév.] Who has become His adviser, His coun- 
sel-giving helper? “Scriptura ubique subsistit in eo, quod 
Dominus voluit et dixit et fecit; rationes rerum universalium 
singulariumve non pandit ; de iis, quae nostram superant in- 
fantiam, ad aeternitatem remittit fideles, 1 Cor. xii 9 ss,” 
Bengel. For parallels in Greek writers, see Spiess, Logos 
spermat. p. 240. 

Ver. 35. Description of the PdOos ardovrov by words 
which are moulded after Job xli 3, according to the Hebrew, 
not according to the LXX. (xli 11), whose translation is quite 
erroneous.? — «al dvtamod. aire] and will it be recompensed 
again to Him? With whom does the case occur, that he has 
previously made a gift to God, and that a recompense will 
be made to him in return for it? Change of construction 
by «ad... abr, here occasioned by the Heb. Dx. But 
for the Greek usage, comp. Bernhardy, p. 304; Kiihner, IT. 2, 
p. 936. 

Ver. 36 does not apply to all the three foregoing questions 
(Hofmann), but simply the last of them is established by the 
connective Ste ( for truly) as regards its negative contents: “No 
one has beforehand given to God,” etc——All things are from 
God (primal cause), in so far as all things have proceeded 
from God’s creative power; through God (ground of mediate 
agency), in so far as nothing exists without God’s continuous 
operation ; for God (final cause), in so far as all things serve 
the ends of God (not merely: the honour of God, as many 


2 Comp. Kluge in the Jahrb. f. D. Theol. 1871, p. 824 ff. 

In the LXX. Isa. xl 14, Cod. A, as also &, has our words, but certainly 
through interpolation from the present passage. According to Ewald, Paul 
probably found them in his copy of the LXX. just after Isa. xl. 13. 








CHAP. XI. 36. 247 


think). Comp. 1 Cor. viii 6; Col 1.16; Heb. i110. These 
passages speak quite against the opinion, that in the present 
passage the relation of Father, Son, and Spirit (Olshausen, 
Philippi, Thomasius, Jatho, Krommacher, following Am- 
brosiaster, Hilary, Toletus, Estius, Calovius, and others) is 
expressed—a view which is also quite remote from the con- 
nection! The context speaks simply of God (the Father), 
to whom no one can have given anything beforehand, etc., 
because He, as Bengel aptly expresses it, is Origo e& Cursus et 
Terminus rerum omnium. This may be recognised by the 
exegesis that has the deepest faith in Scripture without any 
rationalistic idiosyncrasy, as the example of Bengel himself 
shows. With reason neither Chrysostom, nor Oecumenius, nor 
Theophylact,’ neither Erasmus, nor Melanchthon, nor Calvin, 
nor Beza have expressed any reference to the Trinity in their 
explanations ; but Augustine has this reference, against which 
also Tholuck, Hofmann, and Gess (v. d. Pers. Chr. p. 158) 
have been sufficiently unbiassed to declare themselves. — 6v’ 
avrov| God is mediate cause of all things by His upholding 
and ruling. Comp. Heb. ii 20. To refer, with others, this 
statement to creation (Theophylact : © momrtns mdvtwy; comp. 
Oecumenius, Riickert, Fritzsche), would fail to bring out at 
least any popular distinction from é£ avrod, and—which is 
decisive against such reference—that would be affirmed of the 
Father which pertains to the Son (Col. 1.16; 1 Cor. vii 6; 
John i. 2). Theodoret rightly remarks: avtos ta yeyovora 


1 With the same warrant, or, in other words, with the same arbitrariness, the 
Trinity might be found, with Origen, in ver. 38; and in particular, rAedrev might 
be referred to the Father, segizs to the Son (Luke xi. 49), and yreesws to the 
Holy Spirit (1 Cor. ii. 10, 11); in consistency with which, moreover, the Béées, 
belonging to all three elements, might have been explained of the mystery of 
the Trinitarian relation. This observation is not meant to sound like ‘‘ Gnostic 
mockery” (Philippi); such is far from my intention. That the doctrine 
of the Trinity (that of the New Testament, namely, which is Subordinatian) 
was vividly before the consciousness of the apostle, no unprejudiced person 
denies ; but here he has neither stated not hinted at it, as the third element sis 
avréy shows sufficiently in and by itself, for all things can have their ¢elic 
reference to none other than to the Father or (Col. i. 16) to the Son. 

3 Theodoret argues from the first two statements the equality of the Father 
and the Son ; he says nothing concerning the Spirit. 
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Suatreret xuBepvav.— eis avrov] All things serve Him (comp. 
Heb. uu, 10) as their ultimate end. This is explained by 
Oecumenius, Theophylact, and Fritzsche of the wpholding 
(cuvéyovrat éreotpappéva pos atrov). On the whole, comp. 
what Marcus Antoninus, iv.’ 23, says of @vaws : é« cov mdvra, 
éy got mayta, eis o¢ mdyta, and Gataker in loc.— So£a} 
sc. etn; as at xvi. 27: the befitting glory. Gal. i 5; Eph. 
iii, 21. 


CHAP. XII, 249 


CHAPTER XIL 


Ver. 2. Instead of the imperatives, which Tisch. also defends, 
Lachm. has, what Griesb. already approved : oveynuwariZeodas: and 
psrapoppovedas, according to A B** DFG, min. Theoph. The pre- 
ponderating evidence of the codd. is in favour of the infinitives, 
while that of the vss. (Vulg. It. Syr. etc.) and Fathers is in favour 
of the imperatives. But, since the frequent practical use of the pre- 
cept in the direct paraenetic form of expression at any rate sug- 
gested—especially considering the closely similar pronunciation 
of the infinitives and imperatives—the writing of the latter rather 
than the former, the infinitive reading is to preferred, which & 
also supports by reading msrauoppoisdas, although it has oveynua- 
ritsobs. mia? is wanting in A B D* F G, 47, 67*, Copt. 
Clem. Cypr. Omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. The preponderance 
of evidence, as well as the circumstance that ina» very readily 
suggested itself to mechanical copyists for repetition alr ver. 
1, justifies the omission.— Ver. 5. Lachm. and Tisch. 8: ré, 
according toA BD* FGPR, 47*, Antioch. Damasc. Rightly ; ; 
ri 3s xa slg, not being understood, was exchanged with 6 a 
xad’ 3g, as the antithesis of o 0rd, — Ver. 11. rw xoipw]| So 
Griesb., after Erasm. 2, Steph. 3, Mill, and others. But Erasm. 1, 
Beza, Elz., Matth., Lachm., Scholz, Tisch., and Rinck have rq 
xupiw. The former is found in D* F G, 5, and Latin Fathers ; 
the latter in A B D** E L Px, and most min. vss. and Greek 
Fathers. See the accurate examination of the evidence in 
Reiche, Comm. crit. p. 70 ff., who decides for xupiy, and in Tisch. 
8. Kuplp is certainly the oldest and most diffused reading. 
Nevertheless, if it were original, we cannot well see why xoup¢ 
should have been substituted for it; for dour. r@ xupiw 1s a Very 
usual Pauline thought (Acts xx. 19; Eph. vi. 7; Rom. xiv. 18, 
xvi. 18; Col. iii. 24, e al.), and would suit our passage very well, 
It would be far easier to take exception to xasp@ than to xupip (as 
in xiii. 11, instead of xaspév, the reading xipsov is already found 
in Clement), especially as the principle itself, ri xaspG doursvesy, 
might readily seem somewhat offensive to a prejudiced moral 
feeling. Hardly can xupiy, considering its great diffusion, be a 
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mere copyist’s error (in opposition to Fritzsche). — Ver. 13. 
xpeiais) D* F G, Clar. Boern. codd. Lat., in Rufinus and some 
Latin Fathers: wvefass (defended by Mill). Its origin is due to 
the reverence for martyrs: “lectio liturgica pro tempore ficta,” 
Matth. — Ver. 17. gv] A** has éviarov rod Osov, xal gvairrov. EF 
G, Arm. Goth. Vulg. and several Fathers: od udvov ivimiovr. O08, 
GAAG xai égvdorov. Ascetic amplification, after Prov. ii 4; 2 Cor. 
viii. 21.—Instead of révrwy Lachm. has ray, according to A** 
D* FG, min. It. Harl. Guelph. Tol. Tert. Lucif. Probably, 
however, this was connected with that amplification. — Ver. 
20. édv ody] A BP 8, min. Copt. Arm. Vulg. Clar. Bas. Dam. : 
&AAd édy (so Lachm. and Tisch. 8). D* F G, min. Goth.: édy, 
which is to be preferred, with Griesb.; the other readings aim 
at furnishing a connection. 


THE SECOND, OR PRACTICAL PART OF THE EPISTLE.! 


Ver. 1 f. General exhortation to sanctification. — ovy]| draw- 
ing an inference, not from the whole dogmatic part of the 
epistle, beginning with 1 16 (Calvin, Bengel, and many others, 
including Reiche, Kollner, de Wette, Philippi, Hofmann),—as 
also in Eph. iv. 1 and 1 Thess. iv. 1, the ody which introduces 
the practical portion is not to be taken so vaguely,—but from xi. 
35, 36, where the riches of God were described as, and shown 
to be, imparted apart from merit. This connection is, on 
account of dia tay otxripy. 7. Qeov, more readily suggested 
and simpler than that with ver. 32 (Riickert, Fritzsche, and 
several others). — dvd Tray oixr. r. Beod] by means of the com- 
passion of God, reminding you of it. Just so dud in xv. 30, 
1 Cor.i 10, 2 Cor.x. 1. The exhortation, pointing to the 
compassion of God, contains the motive of thankfulness for 
compliance with it. “Qui misericordia Dei recte movetur, in 
omnem Dei voluniatem ingreditur,” Bengel.— On olxtippoi, 

See Pet. Abr. Borger, Dissertatio de parte epistolae ad Rom. paraenetica, 
Lugd. Bat. 1840.—The subdivision of what follows into 44x (chap. xii.), 
wodsrixne (chap. xiii.), and ispaesxeé (chap. xiv. f.) is, considering the miscella- 
neous character of the contents, an untenable formal scheme (in opposition to 


Melanchthon, Beza, and others). Paul proceeds from the general to the par- 
ticular, and vice versd. 


2 ee 
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see Tittmann, Synon. p. 68 ff. On the singular, comp. Pind. 
Pyth. i. 85; Ecclus. v. 6; Bar. ii. 27; 1 Macc. iii 44. The 
plural conforms, indeed, to BYom, but is conceived according to 
the Greek plural usage of abstract nouns (see Kiihner, IL. 1, 
p. 15 fi; Maetmer, ad Lycurg. p. 144 f.): the compassions, 4.c. 
the stirrings and manifestations of compassion. — srapacry- 
cat] selected as the set expression for the presenting of sacri- 
ficial animals at the altar; Xen. Anab. vi. 1. 22; Lucian, de 
sacrif. 13; and see Wetstein and Loesner, p. 262. Paul is 
glancing at the thank-offering (dia +. oixripp. 7. @.), and raises 
the notion of sacrifice to the highest moral idea of self- 
surrender to God; comp. Umbreit, p. 343 fi —Ta ocopata 
jpov] not, on account of the figure of sacrifice, instead of tpas 
avrovs (so usually ; still also Philippi), as if cpa might denote 
the entire person, consisting of body and soul (but comp. on 
vi. 12). On the contrary, the apostle means quite strictly: 
your bodies, reserving the sanctification of the vods for ver. 2, 
so that the two verses together contain the sanctification of the 
whole man distributed into its parts,—that of the outer man 
(set forth as the offering of a sacrifice), and that of the inner 
(as a renewing transformation). ‘Fritzsche also takes the 
correct view ;' comp. Hofmann. Other peculiar references of 
T. cop. oy. (Koliner: “the sensuous nature of man, which 
draws him to sin;” Olshausen: “in order to extend the idea 
of Christian sanctification down even to the lowest potency of 
human nature”) are not indicated by the text. The following 
tT. Aoyix. AaTp. is not opposed to our view ; for, in truth, bodily 
self-sacrifice is also an ethical act, 1 Cor. vi 20. Comp. on 
the subject-matter, vi. 13, 19. — @vclay Sacav] as a sacrifice 
which lives. For the moral self-offering of the body is the 
antitypical wAypwors of the ritual sacrificial-service, in which 
1The ordinary objection brought against this view in its literal fidelity, 
that the body could not be sacrificed to God without the soul, is just in itself, 
but does not exclude the supposition that Paul might formally separate the 
bodily self-sacrifice and the spiritual renewal. He passes from the organism 
of the bodily life, in which the inner is made manifest, over to the latter; comp. 
1 Cor. vii. 34. In passages also of the Greek writers, in which e#yva is apparently 


used for the personal pronoun (as Eur. Alc. 647; see Brunck in loc.), coun is 
simply body. Comp. also Soph. O. C. 855, e¢ al. 
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the sacrifice dies; whereas that ethical sacrifice is no doubt 
also connected with dying, as to sin namely, in the sense of 
vi. 2, vii. 4 ff., Col ii. 20, iii. 5, Gal. ii, 19, but it is pre- 
cisely out of this death that the being alive here meant pro- 
ceeds, which has vanquished death (Gal. ii 20, e al.). Such 
a sacrifice is also, in the eminent sense of antitypical fulfilment, 
ayia (as pure and belonging to God in an ethical relation) 
and evdpeotos T@ Ge@ (comp. Eph. v. 2). That 7. Ge@ is not, 
with Estius, Bengel, and Koppe, to be connected with zrapacr., 
is shown by its very position, as well as by the superfluous 
character of a r. Ge@ with wapaor. — Passages from Porphyry, 
Hierocles, Philo, Josephus, and the Rabbins, in which likewise 
moral devotion to God is set forth as self-sacrifice, see in 
Wetstein and Koppe. On the asyndcton, as strengthening the 
force of the predicative notion, in dy., evdp. r. 8., comp. Nigels- 
bach, z. Ilias, p. 50, ed. 3.— rh Aoy. AaTp. du.] accusative of 
_ epexegesis,—an appositional definition, and that, indeed, not to 
the mere @volay (to the notion of which the wider notion of 
Narpelay does not correspond), but to the whole wapactijoas 
x.7.d., containing, respecting this whole act of presenting offering, 
the judgment, what rt ought to be; see Winer, p. 496 [E. T. 669]; 
Kiihner, If. 1, p. 243 f. Luther aptly remarks: “the which 
as your reasonable service.” Comp. Lobeck, Paralip. p. 519; 
Niagelsbach, z JI. ii. 51; Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 134.— 
Aatpeia] service of worship, as in John xvi. 2. See on that 
passage. Comp. ix. 4, Aoyixds, rational (1 Pet. ii. 2; Plato, 
Locr. p. 99 E, 102 E; Polyb. xxv. 9. 2), is not in contrast to 
faa adoya (Theodoret, Grotius, Koppe, and many others), 
which at most would only be to be assumed if Aatpela were 
equivalent to @vcia, but generally to the ceremonial charac- 
ter of the Jewish and heathen worship,—designating the 
Aarpeia here meant as a spiritual service, fulfilling itself in moral 
rational activity,—of which nature the opus operatum of the 
Jewish and heathen cultus was not. The Test. XII. Patr. p. 547 
calls the sacrifice of the angels Aoytany x. dvaiwaxtoy mpoopopay. 
On the idea, comp. John iv. 24; Rom. i 9; Phil iii. 3; 1 Pet. 
li. 5; Athenag. Leg. 13. Melanchthon: “Cultus mentis, in 
quo mens fide aut coram intuetur Deum, et vere sentit timorem 
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et laetitiam in Deo.” The opposite is the character of mechani- 
cal action, the ddoyos tp187 nad eurrecpia (Plat. Gorg.p. 501 A). 

Ver. 2. Infinitives (see the critical notes): cveynparilecOat, 
to become like-shaped, and perayopdhodcba, to become trans- 
formed. The two verbs stand in contrast only through the 
prepositions, without any difference of sense in the stem-words. 
Comp. the interchange of popdy and oyjua in Phil ii. 7, 
also the Greek usage of oynparifew and popdodv, which 
denote any kind of conformation according to the context 
(Plut. Mor. p. 719 B: 16 pepopdwpévov xal éoynpaticpévor, 
Eur. Iph. T. 292: popdis oxjpara). Here of moral confor- 
mation, without requiring us to distinguish pop) and oxjua 
as inner and outer (Bengel, Philippi), or as appearance to 
others and one's own state in itself (Hofmann).' On the inter- 
change of the infinitive of the aorist (rapacrijcas) and present, 
comp. on vi. 12. —1@ aidvs TovT@] to the present age, running 
on to the Parousia, M¥1 DAY (see on Matt. xii. 32), the charac- 
ter (ethical mould) of which is that of immorality (Eph. ii 2; 
Gal i 4; 2 Cor. iv. 4,eal.). .cvoynpuarltecOar is also found 
in rhetoricians with the dative (as also 1 Pet. 1. 14), instead 
of with pos or es. — TH dvaxaw. T. voos] whereby the pera- 
Hop. is to be effected : through the renewal of the thinking power 
(vods here, according to its practical side, the reason in its moral 
quality and activity ; see on vil. 23; Eph. iv. 23). It needs 
this renewal in order to become the sphere of operation for 
the divine truth of salvation, when it, under the ascendency ~ 
of dyapria in the odp£, has become darkened, weak, unfree, 
and transformed into the adoxiuos voids (i. 28), the vois ris 
oapxos (Col ii. 18). Comp. on vii. 23. And this renewal, 
which the regenerate man also needs on account of the conflict 
of flesh and spirit which exists in him (viii 4 ff.; Gal. v. 
16 ff.) through daily penitence (Col. ili. 10; 2 Cor. vii. 10; 
1 Thess. v. 22, 23), is effected by means of the life-element 
of fatth (Phil. iii. 9 ff), transforming the inner man (Eph. iii 


1 According to the latter supposed distinction, Hofmann hits upon the arbi- 
trary definition of the relation of ver. 1 to ver. 2, that ver. 1 contains how the 
Christian should stand towards God, and ver. 2 how he should present himself 
éo those who surround him. 
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16,17; 2 Cor. v. 17), under the influence of the Holy Spirit, 
Eph. iv. 23, 24; Tit. 11 5. This influence restores the har- 
mony in which the vois ought to stand with the divine wvevya ; 
not, however, annulling the moral freedom of the believer, 
but, on the contrary, presupposing it; hence the exhortation: 
to be transformed (passive). As to the avd in dvaxauy,, see on Col. 
iii 10. — eds To Soxcy.] belongs not merely to dvaxaivwou rt. 
yoos Up. as its direction (Hofmann), but (comp. Phil i. 10 and 
on Rom. i. 20) specifies the aim of the perapopd. T. avax. T. 
y. yuov. To the man who is not transformed by the renewal 
of his intellect this proving—which is no merely theoreti- 
cal business of reflection, but is the critical practice of the 
whole inner life—forms no part of the activity of con- 
science. Comp. Eph v.10. The sense: to be able to prove 
(Riickert, Kollner), is as arbitrarily introduced as in ii. 18. 
He who is transformed by that renewal not merely can do, but 
—which Paul has here in view as the immediate object of the 
petapopdotcba, x«.7..—actually does the Soxipdtew, and has 
thereby the foundation for a further moral development; he 
does it by means of the judgment of his conscience, stirred and 
illuminated by the Spirit (2 Cor. i. 12). Ono Gérnua Geod, 
what 13 willed by God, comp. Matt. vi. 10; Eph. v. 17, vi 6; 
Col. i. 9; 1 Thess. iv. 3.— 716 ayaOov «. evap. x. rér.] is, by 
the Peschito, the Vulgate, Chrysostom, and most of the older 
interpreters, also by Riickert and Reiche, united adjectivally 
with ro 6éX. But as evddp. would thus be unsuitable to this, 
we must rather (with Erasmus, Castalio, and others, includ- 
ing Tholuck, Flatt, Kollner, de Wette, Fritzsche, Reithmayr, 
Philippi, van Hengel, Hofmann) approve the subdstantival ren- 
dering (as apposition to ro OéX. 7. Oeod): that which is good and 
well-pleasing (to God) and perfect. The repetition of the article 
was the less necessary, as the three adjectives used substan- 
tivally exhaust one notion (that of moral good), and that 
climactically. Comp. Winer, p. 121 [E. T. 159]; Dissen, ad 
Dem. de cor. p. 373 f.; Kiihner, II. 1, p. 528. 

Ver. 3. The exhortation now passes on to single dutves, amongst 
which that of hwmility and modesty, generally (vv. 3—5), and 
in respect of the individual yapicpara in particular (vv. 6-8), 
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is the first—the first, too, compliance with which was indis- 
pensable to a prosperous life of the church. And Paul must 
have known how very necessary this same injunction was in 
the Roman community. —ydp] for. The special requirement 
which he is now to make serves in fact by way of conjfirma- 
tion to the general exhortation of ver. 2. As to Aéyw in the 
sense of enjoining, see on i, 22.— dud ris ydp. THs S08. por] 
Paul does not command 8’ éavrod, but by means of, 1c. in virtue 
of the divine grace bestowed on him. It is thus that he charac- 
terizes—and how at once truly and humbly! (1 Cor. xv. 10)— 
his apostleship. Comp. xv. 15; 1 Cor. iii, 10; Eph. iii. 7, 8. 
This ydpis was given to him (wot)? not in common with 
Christians generally (ipiv, ver. 6).— wavrl... ipiv] to every 
one in your community ; none among you is to be exempt from 
this exhortation; not: to every one who thinks himself. to be 
something among you (Koppe, Baumgarten-Crusius). — pu) 
vmepppov. x.T.r.] not loftily-minded ought the Christian to be, 
going beyond the standard-rule of that disposition which 18 
conformable to duty (map 6 Set gp.); but his disposition 
should be such as to have wise discretion (1 Pet. iv. 7) for its 
aim (comp. Hom. Z1. xxiii. 305: es dya0d gpovéwy, Eur. 
Phoen. 1135: eis pdynv dpoveiy). Paronomasia. Comp. Plat. 
Legg. x. p. 906 B: cadpoctvn peta dpovycews, Eur. Heracl. 
388: trav dpovyparov ...tav ayav trepdpovwv; and see 
Wetstein. — éxdotp os] éxdorm depends on épuépioe (comp. 
1 Cor. iii 5, vii. 17, and on Rom. xi. 31), not on Aéyw 
(Estius, Kollner)—which view makes the already said vrapri 
. «. Us to be once more repeated, and, on the other hand, 
deprives euépice of its essential definition. ‘fs designates the 
scale according to which each one ought dpovety eis to owdpo- 
vety, and this scale is different in persons differently furnished 
with gifts, so that for one the boundary, beyond which his 
dpoveiy ceases to be eis to cwdpovety, is otherwise drawn than 
it 1s for another. The regulative standard, however, Paul 
expressly calls the measure of faith, which God has assigned. 
This is the subjective condition (the objective is the divine 
xdépis) of that which every one can and ought to do in the 
Christian life of the church. According, namely, as faith in 
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the case of individual Christians is more or less living, practical, 
energetic, efficacious in this or that direction——whether con- 
templative, or manifesting itself in the outer life, in eloquence 
and action, etc.,—they have withal to measure their ap- 
pointed position and task in the church. He, therefore, who 
covets a higher or another standpoint and sphere of activity 
in the community, and is not contented with that which 
corresponds to the measure of faith bestowed on him, evinces 
a wilful self-exaltation, which is without measure and not 
of God—not that spirit wherein the Christian perptodpo- 
cuvn consists, the dpovety eis To swdpovely, Exdor@ WS K.T-r. 
The rictis is therefore to be taken throughout in no other 
sense than the ordinary one: faith in Christ, of which the 
essence indeed is alike in all, but the individually different 
degrees of strength (comp. 1 Cor. xiii 2), and peculiarities of 
character in other respects (vv. 4 ff), constitute for indivi- 
duals the uérpoy mriotews in quantitative and qualitative rela- 
tion. Comp. Eph. iv. 7. This likewise holds in opposition to 
Hofmann, who with violence separates pérp. wiorews from 
éuépioe, and takes it as an accusative of apposition, like ry 
Noylx, AaTpelay vpov, ver. 1; holding wlorews to be the geni- 
tive of quality, which distinguishes the measure within which 
the thinking of the Christian is confined, from that which 
the natural man sets up for himself. Comp., in opposition 
to this strange separation, 2 Cor. x. 13, and in opposition 
to this artificial explanation of the genitive, 2 Cor. x. 13; 
Eph. iv. 7, xiii. 16; Plat. Zheaet. p. 161 E: pétpm... ris 
avtod codias. Soph. Hl. 229: puérpov xaxornros. Eur. Jon, 
354: 9Bns wérpov. Pind. Jsthm. i. 87: xepdéov p. 

Vv. 4, 5 ff Motive for compliance with the previous 
exhortation.—For the prevalence of the parallel between a 
human body and a corpus sociale (1 Cor. xii) also among the 
ancients, see Grotius and Wetstein. — ra dé wéAn mavra x.7.n.| 
4.¢. but the members, all of them, have different activity ; thus, eg., 
the eyes another than the ears, the feet another than the mouth. 
Wrongly van Hengel takes the expression, as though ov 7ravra 
were the reading, so that only some—namely, those we possess 
in pairs—would be meant, not all.—ot aoddol] the many, 
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é.e, the multiplicity of Christians taken together, in opposition 
to the unity of the body which they compose. Comp. v. 15. 
— éy Xpiorg] The common element in which the union con- 
sists; out of Christ we should not be é cama, but this we 
are in Him, in the fellowship of faith and life with Christ. 
He is the Head (Eph. i. 22, 23, iv. 15; Col. i 18, ii. 19),—a 
relation which is understood of itself by the consciousness of 
faith, but is not denoted by dv Xpiot@ (as if this meant on 
Christ), as Koppe, Rosenmiiller, and older interpreters hold. — 
to 8¢ KaP els] but in what concerns the individual relation. In 
good Greek it would be ro S¢ xa &va (see on Mark xiv. 19, 
and Bernhardy, p. 329; Kiihner, II. 1, p. 414); but xa@ els, 
in which «ata has quite lost its regimen, is a very frequent 
solecism in the later Greek writers (Mark, Jc. ; John viii 9; 
3 Macc. v. 34). See Lucian, Soloec. 9, and Graev. im loc. ; 
Thom. Mag. p. 483; Wetstein on Mark, lc. ; Winer, p. 234 
[E. T. 312] To xa els is groundlessly condemned by 
Fritzsche as “commentitia formula.” If «af els and o «af 
els were in use (and this was the case), it follows that ro 
xa? els might be just as well said as ro nal’ Eva (comp. 70 
xa? éavrov and the like, Matthiae, § 283; Kiihner, II. 1, p. 
272). See also Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 26 f. 

Vv. 6-8. In the poseession, however, of different gifts. This 
éyovtes 5¢ yapicpata x.7.d. corresponds to ra 5é pédn Travra 
ov THy auTny exer Tpativ, ver. 4.—As regards the construction, 
the view adopted by Reiche, de Wette, and Lachmann makes 
éyovres a participial definition of dopey, ver. 5; accordingly, 
elre mpodnreiay and elre Staxoviay depend on éyovres as a 
specifying apposition to yapicpara ; whilst the limiting defini- 
tions Kata Thy advan, T. Tiot., ev TH Stax., ev TH Sdack., ev TH 
Tapaxn. «.7.d. are parallel to the xara thy ydpw S00, syiv, and 
with e’re o Stddoxwy the discourse varies, without however 
becoming directly hortatory. Comp. also Riickert. But 
usually cata tHy avanr, T. TuoT., ey TH Svax. «.7.r., are regarded 
as elliptical hortatory sentences, whilst éyovres is by some like- 
wise attached to the foregoing (Theodoret, Erasmus, Luther, 
Castalio, Calvin, Estius, and others, including Flatt, Tholuck, 
Reithmayr), and with others éyovres begins a new sentence (so 
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Olshausen, Fritzsche, Baumgarten-Crusius, Philippi, van 
Hengel, Hofmann, following Beza). The usual construction 
is the only correct one (in which, most suitably to the pro- 
gressive oé, a new sentence commences with éyovres), be- 
cause, under the mode followed by Reiche and de Wette, 
the alleged limitations év t7 Sian, dv TH Sacn., and év TH 
qapaxr. either express nothing, or must be taken arbitrarily 
in a variety of meaning different from that of the words with 
which they stand; and because év dmAorntt, év orrovd7, and 
éy ikaporntt, ver. 8, are obviously of a hortatory character, 
and therefore the previous expressions with év may not be 
taken otherwise. By way of filling wp the concise maxims 
thrown out elliptically, and only as it were in outline, itis suffi- 
cient after xata THy dvandoy. tT. Tiot. to supply: mpodntevaper, 
after éy 77 Staxovla: apev, after dv 7TH Sibacxadta: éorw, the 
same after €y TH mapaxdyjoe; and lastly, after the three 
following particulars, évy drAdrnre «.7.d., the imperatives of the 
corresponding verbs (yerad:dorw «.7.r.). Comp. the similar 
mode of expression in 1 Pet. iv. 10, 11. — yaplopara] denotes 
the different peculiar aptitudes for the furtherance of Christian 
life in the church and of its external welfare, imparted by God’s 
grace through the principle of the Holy Spirit working in the 
Christian communion (hence savevparixd, 1 Cor. xii. 1). On 
their great variety, amidst the specific unity of their origin 
from the efficacy of this Spirit, see esp. 1 Cor. xii. 4 ff—Paul 
here mentions by way of example (for more, see 1 Cor. xii.), 
in the first instance, four of such yapiopata, namely: (1) 
arpognteia, the gift of theopneustic discowrse, which presupposes 
aTokddvyis, and the form of which, appearing in different 
ways (hence also in the plural in 1 Cor. xiii 8; 1 Thess. v. 
20), was not ecstatic, like the speaking with tongues, but 
was an activity of the vows enlightened and filled with the con- 
secration of the Spirit’s power, disclosing hidden things, and 
profoundly seizing, chastening, elevating, carrying away men’s 
hearts, held in peculiar esteem by the apostle (1 Cor. xiv. 1). 
Comp. on 1 Cor. xii. 10. Further, (2) Siaxovia: the gift of 
administration of the external affairs of the church, particularly 
the care of the poor, the sick, and strangers; comp. 1 Cor. xii. 
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28, where the functions of the diaconia are termed dvrianyrets. 
Acts vi. 1 ff.; Phil i 1; 1 Tim iii 8,12; 1 Pet. iv. 11; 
Rom. xvi. 1. The service of the diaconate in the church, 
which grew out of that of the seven men of Acts vi, is 
really of apostolic origin: Clem. Cor. I. 42, 44; Ritschl, 
altkath. Kirche, p. 359; Jul. Miiller, dogmat. Abh. p. 560 fff. 
(3) The Sdacxania, the gift of instruction in the usual form 
of teaching directed to the understanding (é£ oixelas Stavolas, 
Chrysostom, ad 1 Cor. xii. 28), see on Acts xiii. 1; Eph. iv.11; 
1 Cor. xiv. 26. It was not yet limited to a particular office ; 
see Ritschl, p. 350 f. (4) mwapd«rnots, the gift of hortatory 
and encouraging address operating on the heart and will, the 
possessor of which probably connected his discourses, in the 
assemblies after the custom of the synagogue (see on Acts xiii. 
15), with a portion of Scripture read before the people. Comp. 
Acts iv. 36, xi. 23, 24; Justin, Apol. I. co 67.— «ata riyv 
avanr, 7. wlat.| Conformably to the proportion of their faith the 
prophets have to use their prophetic gift, 7.¢. (comp. ver. 3) : 
they are not to depart from the proportional measure which 
their faith has, neither wishing to exceed it nor falling short 
of it, but are to guide themselves by it, and are therefore so 
to announce and interpret the received azoxdd\uyus, as the 
peculiar position in respect of faith bestowed on them, according 
to the strength, clearness, fervour, and other qualities of that 
faith, suggests—so that the character and mode of their speaking 
is conformed to the rules and limits, which are implied in the 
proportion of their individual degree of faith. In the con- 
trary case they fall, in respect of contents and of form, into 
a mode of prophetic utterance, either excessive and over- 
strained, or on the other hand insufficient and defective (not 
corresponding to the level of their faith). The same revelation 
may in fact—according to the difference in the proportion of 
faith with which it, objectively given, subjectively connects 
itself—be very differently expressed and delivered. dvanoyia, 
proportto, very current (also as a mathematical expression) 
in the classics (comp. esp. on xatd tT. avanoy. Plato, Polit. 
p. 257 B, Locr. p. 95 B; Dem. 262. 5), is here in substance 
not different from pérpoy, ver. 3; comp. Plato, Zim. p. 69 B: 
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avddoya nat Evyperpa. Hofmann groundlessly denies this 
(in consequence of his incorrect view of pérpov mlotews, ver. 
3), yet likewise arrives at the sense, that prophetic utterance 
must keep equal pace with the life of faith. Paul might, in 
fact, have written ovppérpws 77 tiotes, and would have thereby 
substantially expressed the same thing as sata T. ava. T. 
alot. or dvadoyas T. 7. The old dogmatic interpretation’ (still 
unknown, however, to the Greek Fathers, who rightly take 
t. mlorews subjectively, of the fides qua creditur) of the 
regula fidet (ariores in the objective sense, fides guae creditur), 
z.e. of the conformitas doctrinae in scripturis (see esp. Colovius), 
departs arbitrarily from the thought contained in ver. 3, and 
from the immediate context («ata +. ydp. 7. S08. sir), and 
cannot in itself be justified by linguistic usage (see on i 5). 
It reappears, however, substantially in Flatt, Klee, Glockler, 
Kollner, Philippi (“to remain subject to the norma et regula 
fidei Christianae”), Umbreit, Bisping, although they do not, 
like many of the older commentators, take prophecy to refer 
to the explanation of Scripture. — év 7p Saxovla] If it be the 
case that we have diaconia (as yapiopa), let us be in our 
diaconia, The emphasis lies on ev. He who has the gift of 
the diaconia should not desire to have a position in the life 
of the church ouéside of the sphere of service which is assigned 
to him by this endowment, but should be active within that 
sphere. That by dsaxovia is not intended any ecclesiastical office 
generally (Chrysostom, Luther, Reithmayr, Hofmann), is shown 
by the charismatic elements of the entire context. On elvas ép, 
versart in, comp. 1 Tim. iv. 15; Plato, Prot. p. 317 C, Phaed. 
p- 59 A; Demosth. 301. 6, ¢ al.; Kriiger, ad Dion. Hist. p. 
269, 70. — ele 0 S:8doxwv] Symmetrically, Paul should have 
continued with eize didacxandiay (sc. Eyovres), as A. actually 
reads. Instead of this, however, he proceeds in such a way as 
now to introduce the different possessors of gifts an the third 
person, and therefore no longer dependent on the we implied 
in éyovtes. The change of conception and construction may 

1 Comp. Luther’s gloss : ‘* All prophecy, which leads to work and not simply 


to Christ as the only consolation, however valuable it is, is nevertheless not like 
taith.” 
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accordingly be thus exhibited: “ While, however, we have 
different gifts, we should, be it prophecy that we have, make 
use of it according to the proportion of our faith—-be it diaconia 
that we have, labour within the diaconia,—te vt that vt is the 
teacher, (he should) be active within the sphere of teaching, 
etc.” After o Ssddoxwvr, simply éor/ is to be supplied: if 4, 
viz. one charismatically gifted, is the teacher. The apostle, in 
the urgent fulness of ideas which are yet to be only con- 
cisely expressed, has lost sight of the grammatical connection ; 
comp. Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 331. Hofmann’s expedient, 
that here ere... fre are subordinated to the preceding dv 
Th Svaxovia, and o diddoxwy and o tapaxadoy are to be taken 
as a parenthetical apposition to the subject of the verb to be 
supplied (“be wz that he, the teacher, handles teaching,” etc.), 
is an artificial scheme forced upon him by his incorrect view 
of Svaxovia, and at variance with the co-ordinated relation of 
the first two cases of eive. 

Ver. 8. ‘O peradidovs «.7.X.] The detailed exposition with 
etre ceases as the discourse flows onward more vehemently, 
but the series of those charismatially endowed 28s continued, yet 
in such a way that now there are no longer mentioned such as 
possess a ydpioua for a definite function in the church, but 
such as possess it generally for the activity of public usefulness 
in the social Christian life. Hence, because with év amdornte 
«.7.r. the continuance of the exhortations is indicated, we are 
to place before o peradidovs not a full stop, but a comma, or, 
better, a colon. The reference of these last three points to 
definite ministerial functions (such as that o peradid. is the 
diaconus who distributes the gifts of love; 0 mpoiotdp. the - 
president of the community, bishop or presbyter; o éAcdv he 
who takes charge of the sick) is refuted, first, by the fact that 
the assumed references of peradsd. (according to Acts iv. 35, 
we should at least expect S:adidovs) are quite incapable of 
proof, and indeed improbable in themselves; secondly, by the 
consideration that such an analysis of the diaconal gift would 
be out of due place, after mention had been already made of 
the dtaxovia as a whole; and thirdly, by the consideration that 
the position of the mpoiordpevos, as the presbyter, between two 
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diaconal functions, and almost at the end of the series, would 
be unsuitable, But if we should wish to explain mpoiordp. 
as guardian of the strangers (my first edition; Borger), there is 
an utter want of proof both for this particular feature of the 
diaconia and for its designation by mpoiordy, (for the mpo- 
orarns at Athens, the patron of the metoect, was something 
quite different; Hermann, Staatsalterth. § 115. 4).— 06 pera- 
Sidovs] he who tmparts, who exercises the charisma of 
charitableness by imparting of his means to the poor. Eph. 
iv. 28; Luke iii 11. To understand the imparting of 
spiritual good (Baumgarten-Crusius), or this along with the 
other (Hofmann), receives no support from the context, espe- 
cially seeing that the spiritual imparting has already been 
previously disposed of in its distinctive forms. — év dé.) in 
simplicity, therefore without any selfishness, without boasting, 
secondary designs, etc., but in plain sincerity of disposition. 
Comp. 2 Cor. viii. 2, ix. 11, 13, and the classical collocations 
of dmdovs Kal adnOns, dar. x. yevvaios xt. On the subject- 
matter, comp. Matt. vi. 2 ff.—6 mpoicrduevos] the president, 
he who exercises the ydpioua of presiding over others as 
leader, of directing affairs and the like (comp. mpoloracOae 
tav mpayatov, Herodian, vii. 10. 16), consequently one who 
through spiritual endowment is #yepovuxds xad dpyuxds (Plato, 
Prot. p. 352 B) This ydpscua mpoctatixdy had to be 
possessed by the presbyter or érloxozos for behoof of his work 
(comp. 1 Cor. xii. 28); but we are not to understand it as 
applying to him exclusively, or to explain it specially of the 
office of presbyter, as Rothe and Philippi again do,' in spite 
- of the general nature of the context, while Hofmann like- 
wise thinks that the presbyter is meant, not as respects his 
office, but as respects his activity. What is meant is the 
category of charismatic endowment, under which the work des- 
tined for the presbyter falls to be included. — év orrovdy] with 
zeal ; it is the earnest, strenuous attention to the fulfilment of 
duty, the opposite of davAdrns. —o édcdv] he who its merciful 
towards the suffering and unfortunate, to whom it is his 
xapiopa to administer comfort, counsel, help, — éy idapor.] 
1 So also Jul. Miiller, Dogmat. Abh. p. 582. 
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with cheerful, friendly demeanour, 2 Cor. ix. 7, the opposite of 
a reluctant and sullen carriage. Comp. Xen. Mem. ii. 7. 12: 
ihapal &2 dvri axvOpwrav. — Observe, further, that év dador., 
év omrovd7, and éy idapor. do not denote, like the preceding 
definitions with éy, the sphere of service within which the 
activity is to exert itself, but the quality, with which those who 
are gifted are to do their work; and all these three qualities 
characterize, in like manner, the nature of true owdpoveip, 
ver. 3. 

Vv. 9-21. Ezxhortations for all without distinction, headed 
by love ! 

Ver. 9. ‘H aydirn avvrroxp.| sc. ote, The supplying of 
the imperative (comp. ver. 7), which is rare in the classical 
writers (Bernhardy, p. 331; Kiihner, II. 1, p. 37), cannot 
occasion any scruple in this so briefly sketching hortatory 
address, dyvioxpiros is not found in classical Greek, but it 
occurs in Wisd. v. 19, xviii. 16, 2 Cor. vi. 6, 1 Tim. i. 5, 
2 Tim. i. 5, Jas. ili. 12, 1 Pet. i. 22. Antoninus, viii. 5, has 
the adverb, like Clem. Cor. IJ. 12.—The absolute 1 dydamn 
is always love towards others (see esp. 1 Cor. xiii.), of which 
giraderpla is the special form having reference to Christian 
fellowship, ver. 10. As love must be, so must be also faith, 
its root, 1 Tim. 1.5; 2 Tim. i. 5.—The following participles 
and adjectives may be taken either together as preparing for 
the evAoyetre rovs Siwx. in ver. 14, and as dependent on this 
(Lachm. ed. min.) ; or, as corresponding to the personal subject 
of % dydin avuToxp. (so Fritzsche), see on 2 Cor. i 7; or, 
finally, by the supplying of éoré as mere precepts, so that after 
avurroxp. there should be placed a full stop, and another after 
Seaxovres in ver. 13. So usually; also by Lachmann, ed. 
maj., and Tischendorf. The latter view alone, after 9 dydirn 
dvutroxp. has been supplemented by the imperative of the 
substantive verb, is the natural one, and correspondent in its 
concise mode of expression to the whole character stamped on 
the passage ; the two former modes of connection exhibit a for- 
mal interdependence on the part of elements that are heterogene- 
ous in substance. — dsroatuyouvres] abhorring. The strengthen- 
ung significance of the compound, already noted by Chrysostom, 
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Theodoret, Oecumenius, and Theophylact, has been ground- 
lessly denied by Fritzsche; it is quite appropriate in passages 
like Herod. ii. 47, vi. 129; Soph, Oed. C. 186,691; Eur. Jon. 
488; Parthen. rot. 8.— 76 rovnpoy and Tq aya0o are to be 
taken generally of moral evil and good ; abhorrence of the one 
and adherence to the other form the fundamental moral 
character of unfeigned love. The evil and good which are 
found im the olject of love (Hofmann) are included, but not 
specially meant. Comp. 1 Cor. xiii 6. 

Ver. 10. TH piraderd.] In respect of (in point of) brotherly 
love (love towards fellow-Christians, 1 Thess. iv. 9; Heb. 
xiii, 1; 1 Pet. i. 22; 2 Pet.i 7). On its relation to ayarm, 
comp. generally Gal. vi. 10. — ¢rrcoropyor] fondly affectionate ; 
an expression purposely chosen, because Christians are brothers 
and sisters, as the word is also in classical Greek the usual one 
for family affection. Comp. also Cicero, ad Att. xv. 1'7.— 79 
Tim | in the point of moral respect and high estimation. — 
mponyoupuevor] not: excelling (Chrysostom, Morus, Kéllner), nor 
yet: anticipating (Vulgate, Theophylact, Luther, Castalio, Wolf, 
Flatt), but, in correspondence with the signification of the word : 
going before, as guides, namely, with the conduct that incites 
others to follow. Without the. support of usage Erasmus, 
Grotius, Heumann, Koppe, and Hofmann take aponyeto@as as 
equivalent to yetoOat imepéxovras (Phil. ii. 3), se ipso potiores 
ducere alios, which would be denoted by myeioOar po éavrav 
GA. (Phil. ii, 3). In Greek it does not elsewhere occur 
with the accusative, but only with the dative (Xen. Cyr. 
i. 1.1; Arist. Plut. 1195; Polyb. xii. 5. 10) or genitive of 
the person (Xen. Hipp. 4. 5; Herodian, vi. 8. 6.; Polyb. xii 
13. 11); with the accusative only, as in Xen. Anab. vi. 5. 10, 
Tpony. odov. 

Ver. 11. TH orrovdj] in respect of zal, namely, for the 
interests of the Christian life in whatever relation. —7@ 7». 
Séovres| seething, boiling in spirit, the opposite of oxvnpot TH 
orrovdy ; hence T@ avevp. is not to be understood of the Holy 
Spirit (Oecumenius and many others, including Holsten, 
Weiss); but of the Auman spirit. Comp. Acts xvili. 25. 
That this fervent excitement of the activity ot thought, 
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feeling, and will for Christian aims is stirred up by the Holy 
Spirit, is obvious of itself, but is not of itself expressed by r@ 
arvevpart. Zéw of the mental aestuare is also frequent in the 
classics ; Plato, Rep. iv. p. 440 C, Phaedr. p. 251 B; Soph. 
Oed. C. 435; Eur. Hee. 1055; and Pflugk in loc. See also 
Jacobs, ad Anthol. IX. p. 203; Dorville, ad Charité. p. 233. — 
T@ xaip@ Sovr.] consigns—without, in view of the whole laying 
out of the discourse as dependent on % a@ydirn avvroxp., ver. 9, 
requiring a connective dé (against van Hengel)—-the fervour 
of spirit to the limits of Christian prudence, which, amidst its 
most lively activity, yet in conformity with true love, accom- 
modates itself to the circwmstances of the time" with moral 
discretion does not aim at placing itself in independence of 
them or oppose them with headlong stubbornness, but submits 
to them with a wise self-denial (1 Cor. xiii. 4-8). Comp. on 
the Sovr. ra xatp@ (temport servire, Cicero, ad Div, ix. 17, 
Tuscul. iii, 27. 66) and synonymous expressions (xatp@ 
Aatpevew, Tois Kap. axorovOeiv), which are used in a good or 
bad sense according to the context, Wetstein and Fritzsche in 
loc.; Jacobs, ad Anthol. X. p. 261. On the thing itself, see 
Cic. ad Div. iv. 6: “ad novos casus temporum novorum con- 
siliorum rationes accommodare.” 

Ver. 12. In virtue of hope (of the future Sofa, v. 2) joyful. 
The dative denotes the motive (Kiihner, II. i p. 380). — 79 On. 
vrrop.| in the presence of tribulation holding out, remaining con- 
stant in it. On the dative, comp. Kiihner, Jc. p. 385. Paul 
might have written ri OrAiwuw trop. (1 Cor. xiii. 7; 2 Tim. ii. 
19; Heb. x 32, e al, and according to the classical use); he 
writes, however, in the line of formal symmetry with the other 
expressions, the dative and then the absolute trropév. (Matt. x. 
22; 2 Tim. w 12; Jas. v.11; 1 Pet.ii 20).—vr. srpocevy7 
apook.| perseveringly applying to prayer, Col. iv. 2; Actsi. 14. 

Ver. 13. Having fellowship in the necessities® of the saints 

1 How much was Paul himself in this matter, with all his fervour of spirit, a 
shining model! 1 Cor. ix. 19 ff.; Phil. iv. 12, 18; 1 Cor. iv. 11 ff., viii. 18; 
Acts xx. 35, xvi. 3, xxi. 23 ff. To the Sevasiuy em xasyy, in the noble sense 
here meant, belongs also the having as though one had not, etc., in 1 Cor. vii. 


29 ff. 
2 The reading svsiass yields no sense, although Hofmann commends it and 
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(comp. xv. 27), te. 80 conducting yourselves that the necessities 
of your fellow-Christians may be also your own, seeking there- 
fore just so to satisfy them. Comp. on Phil iv. 14. The 
transitive sense: communicating (still held by Riickert and 
Fritzsche, following many of the older interpreters), finds no- 
where, at least in the N. T., any confirmation (not even in Gal. 
vi. 6). The Gysoe are the Christians in general, not specially 
those of Jerusalem (Hofmann), who are indicated in xv. 25, 
but not here, by the context. — tH diro£.] studying hospitality. 
Comp. Heb. xiii 3; 1 Pet. iv. 9. A virtue highly important 
at that time, especially in the case of travelling, perhaps 
banished and persecuted, Christian brethren. Comp. also 
1 Tim. v. 10; Tit.i. 8. That those in need of shelter should 
not, merely be received, but also sought out, belongs, under 
certain circumstances, to the fulfilment of this duty, but is not 
expressed by Sudxovres (as Origen and Bengel hold). Comp. 
ix. 30; dperny Simxew, Plato, Theaet. p. 176 B; 10 dyabov 
dsoxecy and the like, Ecclus, xxvii. 8, e¢ al.; adsuclay Suoxesy, 
Plat. Rep. p. 545 B, 

Ver. 14. Tovs Side. ip.] who persecute you (in any respect 
whatever). The saying of Christ, Matt. v. 44, was perhaps 
known to the apostle and here came to his recollection, with- 
out his having read however, as Reiche here again assumes 
(comp. on il. 19), the Gospels. 

Ver..15. Xaipew] tc. yalpew ipas Set, infinitive, as a 
briefly interjected expression of the necessary behaviour de- 
sired. See on Phil. iii 16. On the subject-matter, comp. 
Ecclus. vii. 34. Rightly Chrysostom brings into prominence 
the fact that xAalew x.7.r., yervaias opddpa Seiras Wuyi, 
wore TH evdoxipodyTs pur) provoy ut) POovely, GAAA Kal cuvy- 
deoOau. 

Ver. 16. These participles are also to be understood impera- 
tively by supplying éoecfe (comp. on ver. 9), and not to be 
joined to ver. 15, nor yet to x) yiveoOe pov. trap’ éavt. — 76 


seeks to acquire for it, by a comparison of Gal. ii. 10 and Phil. i. 4, the sense of 
renderings of assistance, which is a linguistic impossibility. Yet even Theodore 
of Mopsuestia wished to assign to this reading, which is found in some copies, 
the sense; Se: Sixasoy ipas punpovsdcsy wdvrors car &Yyiny, 
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airé eis GAN. dpovodyres| characterizes the loving harmony, 
when each, in respect to his neighbour (eés, not é& as in xv. 5), 
has one and the same thought and endeavour. Comp. gene- 
rally xv. 5; Phil. ii, 2, iv. 2; 2 Cor. xiii. 11. According to 
Fritzsche, rd avro refers to what follows, so that modesty is 
meant as that towards which their mind should be mutually 
directed. But thus this clause of the discourse would not 
be independent, which is contrary to the analogy of the rest. 
— ph Ta iynrd gdpovodvres] not aiming at high things,—a 
warning against ambitious self-seeking. Comp. xi. 20; 1 Tim. 
vi. 7. —— tots tarrewois] is neuter (Fritzsche, Reiche, Kollner, 
Glockler, de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Borger, Reithmayr, 
Philippi, Maier, Bisping, following Beza and Calvin): being 
drawn onward by the lowly; 2.e. instead of following the impulse 
to high things, rather yielding to that which is humble, to the 
claims and tasks which are presented to you by the humbler 
relations of life, entering into this impulse towards the lower 
strata and spheres of life, which lays claim to you, and follow- 
ing it. The rarrewa ought to have for the Christian a force 
of attraction, in virtue of which he yields himself to fellow- 
ship with them (ovr), and allows himself to be guided by 
them in the determination of his conduct. Thus the Chris- 
tian holds intercourse, sympathetically and effectively, in the 
lower circles, with the poor, sick, persecuted, etc. ; thus Paul 
felt himself compelled to enter into humble situations, to work 
as a, handicraftsman, to suffer need and nakedness, to be weak 
with the weak, etc. With less probability, on account of 
the contrast of 7a inpyAd, others have taken tole tare. as 
masculine,—some of them understanding tazrewos of inferior 
rank, some of humble disposition, some blending both meanings 
—with very different definitions of the sense of the whole, eg. 
Chrys.: eis riy exelvwy ebrérecav natrdBnOs, cvprrepupépor, pur) 
aTrOs TS Ppovnpare ouvratrewod, GdAda Kat BoyOe nat xelpa 
Opéyou «.7.r,; similarly Erasmus, Luther, Estius, and others; 
Grotius (comp. Ewald): “modestissimorum exempla sec- 
tantes ;” Riickert (comp. van Hengel): “let it please you to 
remain in fellowship with the lowly ;” Olshausen: Christianity 
enjoins intercourse with publicans and sinners in order to 


268 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 


gain them for the kingdom of Christ;' Hofmann: “to be 
drawn into the host of those who occupy an inferior station and 
desire nothing else, and, as their equals, disappearing amongst 
them, to move with them along the way in which they go.” 
— ovyarray.| has not in itself, nor has it here, the bad sense : 
to be led astray along with, which it acquires in Gal. ii. 13, 
2 Pet. iii. 17, through the context. — dpovipot map’ éavr.) wise 
according to your own judgment. Comp. Prov. iii. 7; Bern- 
hardy, p. 256 f. One must not fall into that conceited self- 
sufficiency of moral perception, whereby brotherly respect for the 
perception of others would be excluded. Similar, but not 
equivalent, is éy éavr., xi. 25. 

Vv. 17-19. The participles—to be supplemented here as in 
ver. 16—are not to be connected with ux yivecOe dpov. trap’ 
éavr. — pmdevi] be he Christian or non-Christian. Opposite: 
mavtov avOpwreyv. The maxim itself taught also by Greek 
sages, how opposed it was to the ddiuety t@ adixodyts of 
common Hellenism (Hermann, ad Soph. Philoct. 679 ; Jacobs, 
ad Delect. Epigr. p. 144; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Crit. p. 49 B, 
ad Phileb. p. 49 D) and to Pharisaism (see on Matt. v. 43)! 
— mpovoovpevor] reminiscence from the LXX., Prov. iii 4. For 
this very reason, but especially because otherwise an entirely 
unsuitable limitation of the absolute moral notion of sadrd 
would result, évwrvov «.7.d. is not to be joined to card (Ewald, 
Hofmann) ; it belongs to mapovoovp. Comp. 2 Cor. viii. 21; 
Polycarp, ad Phil. 6. Before the eyes of all men—so that it 
lies before the judgment of all—taking care for what 7s good 
(morality and decency in behaviour). Verbs of caring are 
used both with the genitive (1 Tim. v. 8) and with the accusa- 
tive (Bernhardy, p. 176), which in the classics also is very 
frequently found with mpovoeicOar. Rightly Theophylact re- 
marks on ever. wavtwv avOp. that Paul does not thereby exhort 
us to live srpos xevodoflav, but wa pi) wapéyopey nal’ sypov 
adopyas ois Bovdopuévors, he recommends that which is 
dcxavSdmoroy Kx. ampooxorov,— ei Suvatov, To e€& tpuov peta 
«.7..] to be so punctuated. For if the two were to be 


1 Certainly not here, for the discourse concerns the relations of Christians to 
one another (not to those who are without). 
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joined together (“as much as it is possible for you,” Glockler), 
the injunction would lose all moral character. Still less are 
we to suppose that ei Suvaroy belongs to the preceding (Eras- 
mus, Cajetanus, Bengel), which indeed admits of no condition. 
Grotius’ view is the correct one: “ omnium amici este, si fieri 
potest; si non potest utrimque, certe ex vestra parte amici 
este,” so that ef Swvaroy allows the case of objective impossi- 
bility ¢o avail (how often had Paul himself experienced this !) ; 
vo €& tov (adverbially : as to what concerns your part, that 
which proceeds from you; see generally oni. 15, and Ellendt, 
Lex. Soph. IL p. 225) annuls any limitation in a subjective 
respect, and does not contain a subjective limitation (Reiche), 
since we for our part are supposed to be always and in any 
case peaceably disposed, so that only the opposite disposition 
and mode of behaviour of the enemy can frustrate our sub- 
jective peaceableness. — dyarrnro/] urgent and persuasive. 
Comp. 1 Cor. x. 14, xv. 58; Phil. ii 1, iv. 1.— ana Sore 
x.t.X.| The construction changes, giving place to a stronger 
(independent) designation of duty. See Winer, p. 535 [E. T. 
720}. Comp. here especially Viger. ed. Herm. p. 469. Give 
place to wrath (xar’ é€oxyny, that of God), 2. forestall it not by 
personal revenge, but let zt have its course and its sway. The 
morality of this precept is based on the holiness of God; hence, 
so far as wrath and love are the two poles of holiness, it does 
not exclude the blessing of our adversaries (ver. 14) and inter- 
cession for them. The view, according to which 77 opy? is 
referred to the divine wrath (comp. v. 9; 1 Thess. ii. 16)—as 
the absolute 7 ydpis is the divine favour and grace (comp. v. 
9; 1 Thess. i. 10, ii 16)—is rightly preferred by most inter- 
preters from the time of Chrysostom down to van Hengel, 
Hofmann, Delitzsch; for, on the one hand, it corresponds 
entirely to the profane (Gataker, ad Anton. p. 104; Wetstein 
an loc.) and Pauline (Eph. iv. 27) use of rozrov (or ywpav) Sidovat 
——which primarily denotes to make place for any one (Luke 


1 Quite analogous to the sense and sequence of thought of our verse is Synops. 
Sohar, p. 95: ‘* Homo non debet properare, ut vindictam sumat (comp. a 
lavrois ixdixovyess) ; melius est, si vindictam committit alii” (Deo), comp. 4aaa 
Bees che. oF bpyi. Jahan From Schooler. 
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xiv. 9), then to give any one full play, time and opportunity 
for activity (Eph. ic., comp. Ecclus. xiii. 21, xix. 17, xxxviii. 
12, xvi. 14; Philo in Loesner, p. 263); and on the other 
hand it is most appropriate to the following scriptural proof. 
Non-compliance with the precept occasions the dpyilerOat xal 
apaptdvely, Eph. iv. 26. Comp. on the thought 1 Pet. ii. 23 ; 
1 Sam. xxiv. 13,16. Others interpret it of one’s own wrath, 
which 23 not to be allowed to break forth. So de Dieu, Bos, 
Semler, Cramer, and Reiche: “ Wrath produces terrible effects 
in the moment of its ebullition; give it time, and it passes 
away.” The Latin use® of irae spatium dare agrees indeed 
with this interpretation, but not the Greek use of rooy Sddvar 
—not even in the well-known expression in Plutarch (de ira 
cohib. p. 462) that we should not even in sport Sidovae rorrov 
to anger, @.¢. give wt full play, allow it free course. Since this 
“ giving way to wrath” (justly repudiated by Plutarch as highly 
dangerous) cannot be enjoined by Paul, he must have meant 
by 7. dpy7 the diwine wrath. For the interpretation given by 
others of the wrath of an enemy, which one is to gwe place to, 
to go out of the way of (Schoettgen, Morus, Ammon), must be 
rejected, since this, although it may be linguistically justified 
(Luke xiv. 9; Judg. xx. 36), and may be compared with Soph. 
Ant. 718 (see Schneidewin in loc.) and with the Homeric 
elxety Ouu@, yet would yield a precept, which would be only a 
rule of prudence and not a command of Christian morals. 
This applies also in opposition to Ewald: fo allow the wrath 
of the other to expend itself, which, as opposed to personal 


1 Yet it must be admitted, that either of the two other explanations (see below) 
would not be opposed to the sense of the following passage of Scripture, if 
only one of them were otherwise decidedly correct. 

* So Zyro in a peculiar manner in the Stud. u. Krit. 1845, p. 891 f. : ‘* Give 
place to wrath, when it comes and seeks to get possession of your mind, and go 
from it (turn your back upon ét).” This would be psychologically inappropriate 
(for wrath is in man, an emotion which indeed is stirred up from without, but 
does not come thence, comp. Eph. iv. 31; Col. iii. 8; John xi. 38, 38), and at 
the same time how strange in point of expression ! 

* Livy ii. 56, viii. 82 ; Seneca, de ira, iii. 89. Comp. especially Lactantius, 
de Ira, 18: ‘‘ Ego vero laudarem, si, cum fuisset iratus, dedisset trae suae 
spatium, ut, residente per intervallum temporis animi tumore, haberet modum 
castigatio.”’ : 
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revenge, has no positive moral character (it is otherwise with 
Matt. v. 39); not to mention that the injury, the personal 
avenging of which is forbidden, by no means necessarily 
supposes & wrathful offender. — yéyp. yap] Deut. xxxii. 35, 
freely as regards the sense, from the Hebrew (¢o me belongs 
revenge and requital), but with use of the words of the LXX., 
which depart from the original (& jpuépa éexdianoews avra- 
qodwow), and with the addition of Adye xvpios. The form 
of this citation, quite similar to that here used, which is found 
in Heb. x. 30, cannot be accidental, especially as the charac- 
teristic éy@ avrarod. recurs also in the paraphrase of Onkelos 
(bee *28)). But there are no traces elsewhere to make us 
assume that Paul made use of Onkelos ; and just as little has 
the view any support elsewhere, that the writer of the Epistle 
to the Hebrews followed the citation of Paul (Bleek, Delitzsch). 
Hence the only hypothesis which we can form without arbi- 
trariness is, that the form of the saying as it is found in Paul 
and in Heb. x. 30 had at that time acquired currency in the 
manner of a formula of warning which had become proverbial, 
and had influenced the rendering in the paraphrase of Onkelos. 
The Aéyes xvptos Paul has simply added, as was frequently 
done (comp. xiv. 11) with divine utterances; in Heb. x. 30 
these words are not genuine. 

Ver. 20. Without ot (see the critical notes), but thus the 
more in conformity with the mode of expression throughout 
the whole chapter, which proceeds for the most part without 
connectives, there now follows what the Christian—seeing that 
he is not to avenge himself, but to let God’s wrath have its 
way—has rather to do in respect of his enemy.—The whole 
verse is borrowed from Prov. xxv. 21, 22, which words Paul 
adopts as his own, closely from the LXX. — ypopufe] feed him, 
give him to eat. See on 1 Cor. xiii. 1; Grimm on Wisd. xvi. 
20. The expression is affectionate. Comp. 2 Sam. xiii 5; 
Bengel: “manu tua.” Ecclus. vii. 32 — dvOpaxas aupds 
cwpevo. érl thy Keb. a’rod] figurative expression of the 
thought: painful shame and remorse wilt thou prepare for 
him. So, in substance, Origen, Augustine, Jerome, Ambro- 
siaster, Pelagius, Erasmus, Luther, Wolf, Bengel, and others, 
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including Tholuck, Baumgarten-Crusius, Rickert, Reiche, 
Kollner, de Wette, Olshausen, Fritzsche, Philippi, Reithmayr, 
Bisping, Borger, van Hengel, Hofmann; comp. Linder in the 
Stud. u. Krit. 1862, p. 568 f£ Glowing coals are to the 
Oriental a figure for pain that penctrates and cleaves to one, 
and in particular, according to the context, for the pain of 
remorse, a8 here, where magnanimous beneficence heaps up 
the coals of fire. Comp. on the subject-matter, 1 Sam. xxiv. 
17 ff. See the Arabic parallels in Gesenius in Rosenmiiller’s 
Repert. I. p. 140, and generally Tholuck in loc. ; Gesenius, 
Thesaur. I. p. 280. Another view was already prevalent in 
the time of Jerome, and is adopted by Chrysostom, Theodoret, 
Oecumenius, Theophylact, Photius, Beza, Camerarius, Estius, 
Grotius, Wetetein, and others, including Koppe, Bohme, Heng- 
stenberg (Authent. d. Pentat. IL p. 406 f.),—-namely, that the 
sense is: Thou wilt bring upon him severe divine punishment. 
Certainly at 4 Esr. xvi. 54 the burning of fiery coals on the head 
is an image of painful divine punishment ; but there this view 
is just as certainly suggested by the context, as here (see esp. 
ver. 21) and in Prov. /.c., the context is opposed toit. For the 
condition nisi resipiscat would have, in the first place, to be 
quite arbitrarily supplied; and how could Paul have conceived 
and expressed so unchristian a motive for beneficence towards 
enemies!* The saving clauses of expositors regarding this 
point are fanciful and quite unsatisfactory. 

Ver. 21. Comprehensive summary of vv. 19, 20.—* Be not 
overcome (carried away to revenge and retaliation) by evil (which 
is committed against thee), but overcome by the good (which thou 
showest to thine enemy) the evil,” bringing about the result 


1 Not for softening (from the custom of softening hard meats by laying coals 
upon the vessel), as Gléckler, following Vorstius and others, thinks, nor for 
inflaming to love (Calovius and others). The Jesuit Sanctius (sec Cornelius a 
Lapide in loc.) even found in the figure an indication of the blush of shame. So 
again Umbreit, p. 858 ; comp. also van Hengel. 

3 ‘* Carbones igitur congregabis super caput ejus, non in maledictum et con- 
demnationem, «ut plerique existimant, sed in correctionem et poenitudinem,” 
Jerome. 

* Augustine, Propos. 71: ‘‘Quomodo quisquam diligit eum, cui propterca 
cibum et potum dat, ut carbones ignis congerat super caput ejus, si carbones 
ignis hoc loco aliquem gravem poenam significant ?” 
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that the enemy, put to shame by thy noble spirit, ceases to 
act malignantly against thee and becomes thy friend. “ Vin- 
cit malos pertinax bonitas,” Seneca, de benef. vii. 31. Comp. 
de wa, . 32; Valer. Max. iv. 2, 4. On the other hand, 
Soph. Hl. 308 f.: év rots xaxots | ITovA} ’or’ dvdyen Karery- 
Severv xaxd. We may add the appropriate remark of Erasmus 
on the style of expression throughout the chapter : “ Comparibus 
membris et incisis, sumiliter cadentibus ac desinentibus sic totus 
sermo modulatus est, ut nulla cantio possit esse gucundior.” 


ROM. IL 8 
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CHAPTER XIII 


Ver. 1. &46|] Lachm. and Tisch. 8: ie6, which Griesb. also 
approved, according to preponderant evidence. But dé also 
retains considerable attestation (D* E* F G, min., Or. Theodoret, 
Dam.), and may easily have been displaced by a i«é written on 
the margin from the following. After odca: Elz. has éovoias, 
which, according to a preponderance of evidence, has been justly 
omitted since Griesb. as a supplement ; and roi also before the 
following @:0t is too feebly attested. — Ver. 3. rd dyate tpyw, 
ahAd& r@ xaxG] commended by Griesb., adopted by Lachm., 
Tisch., Fritzsche, according to AB D* FG Px, 6. 67**, several 
vss., and Fathers. But Elz, Matth., Scholz have riv éyaday 
tpywy, adkAd ray xaxay, A presumed emendation in case and num- 
ber. — Ver. 5. éviyxn sxordocecbas] D E F G, Goth. It. Guelph. 
Ir. have merely ixordocscts. Commended by Griesb. A marginal 
gloss, as the reading dvdyxn (or avdyxn) ixordooects (Lect. 7, 8, 
Aug., Beda, Vulg.: necessitate subdite estote; so Luther) plainly 
shows. — Ver. 7. otv] is wanting in A B D* x*, 67**, Copt. Sahid. 
Vulg. ms. Tol. Damasc. Cypr. Aug. Ruf. Cassiod. Omitted by 
Lachm., Tisch., Fritzsche. Rightly; for there was no ground 
for its omission, whereas by its insertion the logical connection 
was established. — Ver. 9. After xAs ec Elz. has ob ~pevdouap- 
rupyosic, against decisive evidence. Inserted with a view to 
completeness.—iv r@] bracketed by Lachm., is wanting in BFG, 
Vulg. It. and Latin Fathers. But its striking appearance 
of superfluousness might so readily prompt its omission, that 
this evidence is too weak. — Ver. 11. The order 78n yué¢ is de- 
cisively supported. So rightly Lachm. and Tisch. 8. Yet the 
latter has instead of sua: izes, according to ABC PR8*, min. 
Clem., which, however, appeared more suitable to ¢dére¢ and 
more worthy of the apostle. — Ver. 12. xa? évdvc.] Lachm. and 
Tisch.: évdve. 8%, which also Griesb. approved, according to im- 
portant witnesses; but it would be very readily suggested by 
the preceding adversative connection. 
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Vv. 1-7. The proud love of freedom of the Jews (see on 
John viii. 33; Matt. xxii. 17), and their tumultuary spirit 
thereby excited, which was peculiarly ardent from the time of 
Judas Gaulonites (see Acts v. 37; Josephus, Andé. xviii. 1. 1) 
and had shortly before broken out in Rome itself (Suetonius, 
Claud. 25; Dio Cassius, Ix. 6; see Introd. § 2, and on Acts 
xviii. 2), redoubled for the Christians—among whom, indeed, 
even the Gentile-Christians might easily enough be led astray 
by the Messianic ideas (theocracy, kingdom of Christ, freedom 
and «\npovoyia of believers, etc.) into perverted thoughts of 
freedom and desires for emancipation (comp. 1 Cor. vi 1 ff.)— 
the necessity of civil obedience, seeing that they, as confess- 
ing the Messiah (Acts xvii. 6, 7), and regarded by the Gen- 
tiles as a Jewish sect, were much exposed to the suspicion 
of revolutionary enterprise. The danger thus lay, not indeed 
exclusively (Mangold, Beyschlag), but primarily and mostly, on 
the side of the Jewish-Christians, not on that of the Gentile- 
Christians, as Th. Schott, in the interest of the view that Paul 
desired to prepare the Roman church to be the base of opera- 
tions of his western mission to the Gentiles, unhistorically 
assumes. And was not Rome, the very seat of the government 
of the world, just the place above all others where that danger 
was greatest, and where nevertheless the whole Christian body, 
of the Jewish as well as of the Gentile section, had to distin- 
guish itself by exemplary civil order? Hence we have here 
the—in the Pauline epistles unique—detailed and emphatic 
anculcation of obedience towards the magistracy, introduced with- 
out link of connection with what precedes as a new subject.’ 


1 For good practical observations on this passage, see Harless, Staatu. Kirche, 
1870. 

2 It is vain to seek for connections, when Paul himself indicates none. Thus, 
€.g., we are not to say that the mention of private injuries leads him to speak of 
behaviour towards the heathen magistracy (Tholuck and older expositors). He 
does not in fact represent the latter as hostile. Arbitrarily also Th. Schott 
(comp. Borger) thinks that the discourse passes from subordination under God, 
to whom belongs vengeance, to subordination under the executors of the divine 
ixdixzners. As though Paul in xii. 19 could have thought of such an ixdinness! Just 
as arbitrary, without any hint in the text, is the view of Hafmann : Paul makes 
the transition from the social life of men in general to their conduct in political 
organization, which also belongs to the good, wherewith one ia to overcome the evil. 
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Baur, I. p. 384 f, thinks that Paul is here combating Ebionitic 
dualism, which regarded the secular magistrate as of non-divine, 
devilish origin. As if Paul could not, without any such 
antithesis, have held it to be necessary to inculcate upon the 
Romans the divine right of the state-authority ! Moreover, he 
would certainly not merely have kept his eye upon that dualism 
in regard to its practical manifestations (Baur’s subterfuge), 
but would have combated it in principle, and thereby have 
grasped it at the root.—The partial resemblance, moreover, 
which exists between vv. 1-4 and 1 Pet. 11. 13, 14 is not 
sufficient to enable us to assume that Peter made use of our 
passage, or that Paul made use of Peter’s epistle; a view, 
which has been lately maintained especially by Weiss, Petrin. 
Lehrbegr. p. 416 ff, and in the Stud. u. Krit. 1865, 4; see, on 
the other hand, Huther on 1 Pet. Introd.§ 2. Paul doubtless 
frequently preached a similar doctrine orally respecting duty 
towards the heathen magistracy. And the power of his 
preaching was sufficiently influential in moulding the earliest 
ecclesiastical language, to lead even a Peter, especially on so 
peculiar a subject, involuntarily to echo the words of Paul 
which had vibrated through the whole church. Compare the 
creative influence of Luther upon the language of the church 

Ver. 1. [laca spuyn] In the sense of every man, but (comp. 
on ii. 9) of man conceived in reference to his soul-nature, in 
virtue of which he consciously feels pleasure and displeasure 
(rejoices, is troubled, etc.), and cherishes corresponding im- 
pulses. There lies a certain pathos in the significant: every 
soul, which at once brings into prominence the universality of 
the duty. Comp. Actsii 43, iii 23; Rev. xvi. 3. — é£ouciass 
urrepex.| magistrates high in standing (without the article). 
urrepey. (see Wisd. vi. 5; 1 Pet. i 13; 1 Tim. ii. 2; 2 Mace. 
iii. 11) is added, in order to set forth the trotdoo. — irép and 
tro being correlative—as corresponding to the standpoint of 
the magistracy itself (comp. the German: hohe Obrigkeiten) ; 
the motive of obedience follows.— There is no magistracy apart 
Jrom God expresses in general the proceeding of all magistracy 
whatever from God, and then this relation is stil more precisely 
defined, in respect of those magistracies which eaist in concreto as 
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a divine institution, by t1rd Qeod rerayp. eioiv; comp. Hom. JI. 
ii, 204 ff, ix. 38, 98; Soph. Pail. 140, ef al. ; Xen. Rep. Lac. 
15. 2. Thus Paul has certainly expressed the divine right of 
magistracy, which Christian princes especially designate by 
the expression “ by the grace of God” (since the time of Louis 
the Pious). And ai 5 ovoau, the extant, actually existing, allows 
no exception, such as that possibly of tyrants or usurpers (in 
opposition to Reiche). The Christian, according to Paul, ought 
to regard any magistracy whatever, provided its rule over him 
subsists de facto, as divinely ordained, since it has not come 
into existence without the operation of God’s will; and this 
applies also to tyrannical or usurped power, although such a 
power, in the counsel of God, is perhaps destined merely to be 
temporary and transitional. From this point of view, the 
Christian obeys not the human caprice and injustice, but the 
will of God, who—in connection with His plan of government 
inaccessible to human insight—has presented even the un- 
worthy and unrighteous ruler as the otea éfove.a, and has made 
him the instrument of His measures, Questions as to special 
cases—such as how the Christian is to conduct himself in 
political catastrophes, what magistracy he is to look upon in 
such times as the ovca é£ovc/a, as also, how he, if the com- 
mand of the magistrate is against the command of God, is at 
any rate to obey God rather than men (Acts v. 29), etc—Paul 
here leaves unnoticed, and only gives the main injunction of 
obedience, which he does not make contingent on this or that 
form of constitution.’ By no means, however, are we to think 
only of the magisterial office as instituted by God (Chrysostom, 
Oecumenius, and others), but rather of the magistracy in its 
concrete persons and members as the bearers of the divinely- 
ordained office. Comp. of dpyovres, ver. 3, and vv. 4, 6, 7; 
Dion. Hal. Antt. xi. 32; Plut. Philop. 17; Tit. iii. 1; also 
Martyr. Polyc. 10.—Observe, moreover, that Paul has in view 
Gentile magistrates im concreto; consequently he could not 
speak more specially of that which Christian magistrates have 
on their part to do, and which Christian subjects in their duty 
of obedience for God and right’s sake are to expect and to 
1 Comp. Jul. Miiller, dogmat. Abh. p. 651. 


278 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS, 


require from them, although he expresses in general—by re- 
peatedly bringing forward the fact that magistrates are the 
servants of God (vv. 3, 4), indeed ministering servants of God 
(ver. 6)—the point of view from which the distinctively 
Christian judgment as to the duties and rights of magistrate 
and subject respectively must proceed. 

Ver. 2. "Nore] Since it is instituted by God. — 0 dvtitaca.] 
Note the correlation of avtiracc., brorace., and rerayp. The 
latter stands in the middle.—éavrois] Dativus incommodi : their 
resistance to the divinely-ordained magistracy will issue in their 
own self-destruction ; comp. i. 5; 1 Cor. xi. 29. According to 
Hofmann (who in his Schriftbew. IL. 2, p. 443, even imported 
a contrast to T@ xupiq, as in xiv. 6, 7), éavtots is to be viewed 
as in contrast to the Christian body as such; the punishment 
to be suffered is a judgment which lights on the doers 
personally, and is not put to the account of their Christian 
standing. This explanation (“they have to ascribe the punish- 
ment to themselves solely ”) is incorrect, because it obtrudes on 
the text a purely fictitious antithesis, and because the apostle 
lays down the relation to the magistracy quite generally, not 
from the specific point of view of Christian standing, according 
to which his readers might perhaps have supposed that they 
had become foreign to the political commonwealth. Had this 
comprehensive error in principle been here in Paul’s view, in 
how entirely different a way must he have expressed what he 
intended than by the single expression éavroés, into which, 
moreover, that alleged thought would have first to be imported ! 
— Kpipa] a judgment, is understood of itself, according to the 
connection, as a penal gudgment. Comp. i 2, 3, iii. 8; 1 Cor. 
xi. 29; Gal v.10; Mark xi 40. From whom they will re- 
ceive it, is decided by the fact that with o: 5¢ dveornxores, 
according to the context, 7H rod Ocod Suarayy is again to be sup- 
plied. It is therefore a penal judgment of God, as the executors 
of which, however, the apyovres are conceived, as ver. 3 proves. 
Consequently the passage does not relate to eternal punishment 
(Reiche and others), but to the temporal punishment which God 
causes to be inflicted by means of the magistrates. Philippi 
prefers to leave xpiya without more special definition (comp. 


“es 
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also Riickert) ; but against this is the consideration, that ver. 3 
can only arbitrarily be taken otherwise than as assigning the 
ground of what immediately precedes. 

Ver. 3. Oi yap . . . eax@] Ground assigned for éavrois xpina 
Appovra.! — tH ayal@e epyp] The good work and the evil work? 
are personified. We are not here to compare ii 7 or ii. 15 
(Reiche, de Wette). — $d8os] a terror, ie. formidandi. For 
examples of the same use, see Kypke, II. p. 183. Comp. 
Lobeck, Paralip. p. 513; just so the Latin timor, eg. Propert. 
iii, 5. 40.— 6é] the simple peraBarixdv. The proposition 
itself may be either interrogatory (Beza, Calvin, and others, 
including Lachmann, Tischendorf, Ewald, Hofmann), or as 
protasis in categorical form (see on 1 Cor. vii. 18, and Pflugk, 
ad Eur. Med. 386). So Luther and others, including Tholuck 
and Philippi The former is more lively, the latter more 
appropriate and emphatic, and thus more in keeping with 
the whole character of the adjoining context. — érawop] 
praise, testimony of approbation (which the magistrate is wont 
to bestow ; see also Philo, Vit. M.i p. 626 C); not any 
more than in ii 29,1 Cor. iv. 5, reward (Calvin, Loesner, 
and others). Grotius rightly remarks: “Cum haec scriberet 
Paulus, non saeviebatur Romae in Christianos.” It was still 
the better time of Nero’s rule. But the proposition has a 
general validity, which is based on the divinely-ordained 
position of the magistracy, and is not annulled by their injus- 
tices in practice, which Paul had himself so copiously experi- 
enced. Comp. 1 Pet. ii 14. 

Ver. 4. cod... dyaOov] Establishment of the preceding 


1 For if resistance to the iZeve/a were not to draw the divine punishment after 
it, the relative position of rulers and subjects would necessarily be such, that in 
good behaviour people would have to stand in fear of them (which would in fact 
annul the divine ordinance) ; the converse, however, is the case with them, viz., 
they are a terror to evil deeds. The yep consequently establishes neither, 
generally, the duty of obedience to the magistracy (Philippi), nor the sense im- 
ported by Hofmann into iavesis. If the bearers of magisterial power were a terror 
to good works, the maxim of resistance (to obey God rather than men) would 
assert its right, and we should have to say with Neoptolemus in Soph. Philoct. 
1235 (1251) : Zoy ee dsxaiy rov ody ob rapBw Hofer. 

2 Beyond the work, and to the intention, the prerogative of the magistrate 
does not extend. Comp. Harless l.c. 
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thought—that the well-doer has not to fear the magistrate, 
but to expect praise from him—by indicating the relation of 
the magistracy to God, whose servant (d:dxovos, feminine, as 
in xvi. 1; Dem. 762. 4, and frequently) it is, and to the 
subjects, for whose benefit (defence, protection, blessing) it is so. 
The gol is the ethical relation of the @eod Scaxov. éoti, and 
els TO aya0ov adds the more precise definition. — od yap 
eixh| for not without corresponding reason (frequently so in 
classical Greek), but in order actually to use it, should the case 
require. — Ty udyatp. hopet]| What is meant is not the dagger, 
which the Roman emperors and the governing officials next 
to them were accustomed to wear as the token of their jus 
vitae et necis (Aurel, Vict. 13; Grotius and Wetstein 2n loc.); 
for pdyatpa, although denoting dagger =-rapafupos in the 
classics (see Spitzner on Hom. ZU. xviii. 597; Duncan, Lez. 
ed. Rost, p. 715), means in the N. T. always sword, viii. 35, 
according to Xen. 7. eg. xii. 11 (but comp. Kriiger, Xen. Anabd. 
i. 8. '7), differing by its curved form from the straight Eidos ; 
and also among the Greeks the bearing of the sword (Philostr. 
Vit. Ap. vii. 16) is expressly used to represent that power of 
the magistrates. They bore it themselves, and in solemn pro- 
cessions it was borne before them. See Wolf, Cur. On the 
distinction between gopéw (the continued habit of bearing) and 
pépw, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 585. — Qeod yap Side. «.7.0.] 
ground assigned for the assurance ove eieyn Tt. pw. $., in which 
the previously expressed proposition is repeated with emphasis, 
and now its penal reference is appended. — xésxos eis opyny 
K.T.r.] avenging (1 Thess. iv. 6 ; Wisd. xii. 12; Ecclus. xxx. 
6; Herodian, vii. 4.10; Aristaenet. i 27) in behalf of wrath 
(for the execution of wrath) for him who does evil, This dative 
of reference is neither dependent on eoriy, the position of 
which is here different from the previous one (in opposition 
to Hofmann), nor on eis dpyny (Flatt); it belongs to éxdiKcos 
eis ogy. Eis opynv is not “superfluous and cumbrous” (de 
Wette),’ but strengthens the idea—-We may add that our 
passage proves (comp. Acts xxv. 11) that the abolition of the 


1 The same opinion gave rise to the omission of sis gy. in D* FG, 177. et al. 
Clar. Boern. And the fact that it is found in EX* 1. 8. 4. e¢ al. Chrys. Theo- 
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right of capital punishment deprives the magistracy of a power 
which is not merely given to it in the O. T., but is also 
decisively confirmed in the N. T., and which it (herein lies 
the sacred limitation and responsibility of this power) possesses 
as God’s minister ; on which account its application is to be 
upheld as a principle with reference to those cases in law, 
where the actual satisfaction of the divine Nemesis absolutely 
demands it, while at the same time the right of pardon is still 
to be kept open for all concrete cases. The character of being 
unchristian, of barbarism, etc., does not adhere to the right 
atsclf, but to its abuse in legislation and practice. 

Ver. 5. The necessity of obedience is of such a character, that 
it is not merely externally suggested (by reason of the punish- 
ment to be avoided), but is based also on moral grounds ; and 
these two considerations are exhibited by Sco as the result of 
all that has been hitherto said (vv. 1-4). It is clear, accord- 
ingly, that avayxn is not specially the moral necessity, but is 
to be taken generally, as it is only with the second &d that 
the moral side of the notion is brought forward. — da ryv 
opynv] on account of the magistrate’s wrath, ver. 4. — dia thy 
auveid.] on account of one’s own conscience, 8a TO mANpoby Ta 
apoonxovra, Theodoret. It is with the Christian the Christian 
conscience, which as such is bound by God’s ordinance. Hence 
1 Pet. i, 13: 8:2 roy xvpuoy. Aptly Melanchthon: “Nulla 
potentia humana, nulli exercitus magis muniunt imperia, quam 
haec severissima lex Dei: necesse est obedire propter conscien- 
tiam.” Both definitions given with 6d belong, however, to 
dvdykn (sc. €orl), which bears the emphasis, like Heb. ix. 23. 

Ver. 6. For on this account you pay taxes—this is the con- 
jirmation of ver. 5, from the actually subsisting payment of 
taxes; ydp retains its sense assigning a reason, and the 
emphatic 6:2 tovro (from this ground) is exactly in accordance 
with the context: drt ov povoy Sia ri dpyiv, drAa Kal dia 
Thy cuveidnow avayKn éoriy itrotaccecOa. At the basis of 
the argument lies the view, that the existing relation of tax- 
paying is a result of the necessity indicated in ver. 5, and con- 


doret, before ix3:xes, which Rinck approves, is to be explained by an incorrect 
restoration of the dropped-out word. 
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sequently the confirmation of it. If sa rotro be referred to 
vv. 1-4: “ut magistratus Dei mandatu homines maleficos 
puniant, proborum saluti prospiciant,” Fritzsche (comp. Calvin, 
Tholuck, de Wette, Borger), ver. 5 is arbitrarily passed over. 
It follows, moreover, from our passage, that the refusal of taxes 
is the practical rejection of the necessity stated im ver. 5. 
Others take reXetre as imperative (Heumann, Morus, Tholuck, 
Klee, Reiche, Kollner, Hofmann). Against this the dp, 
which might certainly be taken with the imperative (see on 
vi. 19), is not indeed decisive; but Paul himself gives by his 
ouv, ver. 7, the plain indication that he is passing for the first 
time in ver. 7 to the language of summons, which he now also 
introduces, not with the present, but with the aorist. — xa‘] 
also denotes the relation corresponding to ver. 5. It is not “a 
downward climax” (Hofmann: “even this most external per- 
formance of subjection”), of which there is no indication at 
all either in the text or in the thing itself. The latter is, on 
the contrary, the immediate practical voucher most accordant 
with the experience of every subject. — redctre] Paul does 
not in this appeal to his readers’ own recognition of what was 
said in ver. 5 (the summons in ver. 7 is opposed to this), but 
to what subsists as matter of fact.— rAerroupyol yap Beod 
x.t..| justifies the fundamental statement, expressed by dia 
touto, of the actual bearing of the payment of taxes: for they 
are ministering servants of God, persevering in activity on this 
very behalf (on no other). The thought in ver. 4, that the 
magistracy is @Qcot Sudxovos, is here by way of climax more 
precisely defined through Nevroupyoé (which is therefore prefixed 
with emphasis) according to the official sacredness of this rela- 
tion of service, and that conformably to the Christian view of 
the magisterial calling. Accordingly, those who rule, in so 
far as they serve the divine counsel and will, and employ 
their strength and activity to this end, are to be regarded as 
persons whose administration has the character of a divinely 

consecrated sacrificial service, a priestly nature (xv. 16; Phil. 
ii. 17, ¢ al.). This renders the proposition the more appro- 
priate for confirmation of the sa toiro x«.7.X., which is a 
specifically religious one. — AevTrovpyot Qeov] is predicate, and 
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the subject is understood of itself from the context: they, 
namely magisterial persons (ot dpyovtes). Incorrectly as 
regards linguistic usage, Reiche, Kollner, Olshausen take 
mpocxapt. to be the subject, in which case certainly the article 
before the participle would be quite indispensable (Reiche 
erroneously appeals to Matt. xx. 16, xxii. 14).— els avro 
touro|] Telic direction not of Devroupy. (Hofmann), but of 
mpooxapt.: for this very object, by which is meant not the 
administration of taz-paying (Olshausen, Philippi, and older 
interpreters), but the just mentioned Aectoupyeity tH Oeq, in 
which vocation, so characteristically sacred, the magistracy is 
continually and assiduously active, and the subject gives to 
’ it the means of being so, namely, taxes. Thus the payment 
of taxes is placed by Paul under the highest point of view 
of a religious conscientious duty, so that by means of it the 
divine vocation of the magistracy to provide a constantly active 
sacrificial cultus of God is promoted and facilitated. If eis avro 
Touro was to be referred to the administration of taxes, this 
would not indeed be “nonsensical” (Hofmann), but the emphatic 
mode of expression aro todro would be without due motive, 
nor could we easily perceive why Paul should have selected the 
verb wpooxapt., which expresses the moral notion perseverare. 
The reference of it to the nearest great thought, Aecroupyol 
x.T.d., excludes, the more weighty and appropriate that it is, 
any other reference, even that of Hofmann, that airo rovro 
points back to the same proposition as 6a totro.—Instead of 
eis avo tovro, Paul might have said adr@ tour (xii. 12); he 
has, however, conceived wpocxapt. absolutely, and given with 
eis the definition of its aim. Comp. on the absolute mpoc- 
xaptepety, Num. xili. 20; Xen. Hell. vii. 5, 14. 

Ver. 7. Hortatory application of the actual state of the 
case contained in vv. 5, 6: perform therefore your duties to 
all (comp. on 1 Cor. vii. 3), ete—a brief summary (d7rédote 

. oper.) and distributive indication of that which is to be 
rendered to all magisterial persons generally (7aov), and to 
individuals in particular (tax officers, customs officers, judicial 
and other functionaries), both really (popos, réXos) and person- 
ally (foBos, tu47}). — maov] to be referred to magistrates, not 
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to all men generally (Estius, Klee, Reiche, Gléckler, comp. also 
Ewald); this is manifestly, from the whole connection—and 
especially from the following specification, as also from the 
fact that the language only becomes general at ver. 8—the only 
reference in conformity with the text.—7@ tov dpor] sc. 
atrattouytt, Which flows logically from adaoSore mace tT. od. 
(Winer, p. 548 [E. T. 737]; Buttmann, p. 338), and is also 
suitable to 7. @o8ov and +. tiuqv; for, in fact, the discourse 
is concerning magistrates, who—and that not merely as respects 
the notions of that time—do certainly, in accordance with 
their respective positions of power and performances of service, 
demand fear and honour. — dopos and téAos are distinguished 
as taxes (on persons and property) and customs (on goods). See 
on Luke xx. 22. —qoBos, ri, fear (not merely reverence), 
veneration. The higher and more powerful the magisterial 
personages, the more they laid claim, as a rule, to be fcared ; 
otherwise and lower in the scale, at least to be honoured with 
the respect attaching to their office. 

Vv. 8-14. General exhortation, to love (vv. 8-10), and to 
a Christian walk generally (vv. 11-14). 

Ver. 8. Mndevt pndev odelrere] negatively the same thing, 
only generally referred to the relation to everybody—and there- 
with Paul returns to the general duty of Christians—which 
was before said positively in ver. 7: azrodote maou tas apel- 
Ads. By this very parallel, and decisively by the subjective 
negations, dpeiAere is determined to be imperative: “ Leave 
toward no one any obligation unfulfilled, reciprocal love excepted,” 
wherein you neither can, nor moreover are expected, ever 
fully to discharge your obligation. The inexhaustiility of 
the duty of love, the claims of which are not discharged, 
but renewed and accumulated with fulfilment, is expressed. 
Comp. Origen, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theophy- 
lact, Augustine, Beza, Grotius, Wetstein, Bengel (“ amare 
debitum immortale”), and many others, including Tholuck, 
Riickert, Reithmayr, de Wette, Philippi, Ewald, Umbreit, Hof- 
mann. The point lies in the fact that, while odelAere applies 
to those external performances to which one is bound (“ obliga- 
tio civilis,” Melanchthon), in the case of the adya7ay it means 
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the higher moral obligation, in virtue of which with the 
quotidie solvere is connected the semper debere (Origen). The 
objections of Reiche to the imperative rendering quite over- 
look the fact, that with ed yz) Td GAANA. ay. the odetrAere again 
to be supplied is to be taken not objectively (remain owing 
mutual love !), but subjectively, namely, from the consciousness of 
the impossibility of discharging the debt of love. But Reiche’s 
own view (so also Schrader, following Heumann, Semler, 
Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Bohme, Flatt, and by way ef suggestion, 
Erasmus), that od. is indicative: “all your obligations come 
back to love,” is decidedly incorrect, for ov must then have been 
used, as ¢.g. in Plato’s testament (Diogenes Laert. iii. 43): dgeirw 
5’ ovdert obdév. The passages adduced on the other hand by 
Reiche from Wetstein are not in point, because they have px 
with a participle or infinitive. Fritzsche (comp. Baumgarten- 
Crusius and Krehl): Be owing no one anything; only “ mudtwum . 
amorem vos homintbus debere censete.” Thereby the whole 
thoughtfulness, the delicate enamel of the passage, is oblite- 
rated, and withal there is imported an idea (censete) which is 
not there.— 6 yap dyar. «.7...] A summons to unceasing 
compliance with the command of love having been contained 
in the preceding 6 yu) TO GAN HAOUS ayarrav, Paul now gives 
the ground of this summons by setting forth the Aigh moral 
dignity and significance of love, which is nothing less than the 
fulfilment of the law. Comp. Gal v.14; Matt. xxii 34 ff. — 
tov étepov] belongs to ayamav: the other, with whom the loving 
subject has to do (comp. ii. 1, 21; 1 Cor. iv. 6, vi. 1, xiv. 17; 
Jas. iv. 12,etal.). Incorrectly Hofmann’ holds that it belongs 
to voyov: the further, the remaining law. For the usage of 
Erepos and @\dos in the sense of otherwise existing (see thereon 
Kriiger, Yen. Anab. i. 4. 2; Nagelsbach, z. Ilias, p. 250 f.) is 
here quite inapplicable; Paul must at least have written «al 
Tas €repas évtodds (comp. also Luke xxiii. 32; Plato, Rep. 

1 Who objects with singular erroneousness to the ordinary connection with 
éyanr., that Paul would surely (!) have written é yap rév iriper &yarav vey veges 
wieA%p. As though the very order é ayawray rév Trspor were not the most common 
of all (viii. 38, 37 ; 1 Cor. ii. 9 ; Gal. ii. 20; Eph. v. 28, e¢a/.)! Quite as common 


is the use of »éues without the article for the (comp. ver. 10) Mosaic law ; see on 
ii 12. 
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p. 357 C, and Stallbaum in loc.). But most intelligibly and 
simply he would have written tov advra vopoy, as in Gal. v. 
14. It is impossible to explain the singular o repos collec- 
tively (with an irrelevant appeal to Rost, § 98, B. 3. 5); 
€repos vopos could only be another (second) law (comp. Rom. 
vii. 23), and o €repos »., therefore, the definite other of two ; 
Kiihner, IL. 1, p. 548. — arew)jpwxe} present of the completed 
action, as in 1. 25; in and with the loving there has taken 
place (comp. on Gal v. 14) what the Mosaic law prescribes 
(namely, in respect of duties towards one’s neighbour, see vv. 
9,10; inasmuch as he who loves does not commit adultery, 
does not kill, does not steal, does not covet, etc.). But though 
love is the fulfilment of the law, it is nevertheless not the 
subjective cause of justification, because all human fulfilment 
of the law, even love, is incomplete, and only the complete 
fulfilment of the law would be our righteousness. Rightly 
Melanchthon : “ Dilectio est impletio legis, item est justitia, si 
‘id intelligatur de dea, non de tali dilectione, qualis est in 
hac vita.” 

Ver. 9. “Avaxeparatotrat] cuvtopmws xal év Boayel ro wav 
amapriterat Tay evTok@yv TO Epyov, Chrysostom. But ava is 
not to be neglected (is again comprised; see on Eph. i. 10), 
and is to be referred to the fact that Lev. xix. 18 recapitu- 
lates, summarily repeats, the other previously adduced com- 
mands in reference to one’s neighbour. Comp. Thilo, ad Cod. 
Apocr. p. 2238.—The arrangement which makes the jfifth* 
commandment follow the sizth is also found in Mark x. 19, 
Luke xviii. 20 (not in Matt. xix. 18), Jas. it 11, in Philo, de 
decal., and Clement of Alexandria, Strom. vi. 16. The LXX. 
have, according to Cod. A, the order of the Masoretic original 
text; but in Cod. B the sixth commandment stands imme- 
diately after the fourth, then the seventh, and afterwards the 
fifth ; whereas at Deut. v. 17, according to Cod. B, the order of 
the series is: siz, five, seven in the LXX., as here in Paul. The 
latter followed coyes of the LXX. which had the same order. 
The deviations of the LXX. from the original text in such a 
case can only be derived from a diversity of tradition in de- 

1 [Reckoning according to the Lutheran mode of division. ] 
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termining the order of succession in the decalogue, not from 
speculative reasons for such a determination, for which there 
is no historical basis! — On dyaz. ws éavrov,? see on Matt. 
xxi. 39. 

Ver. 10. Since all, that the law forbids us to do to our 
neighbour, is morally evi’, Paul may now summarily conclude 
his grounding of the commandment of love, as he here does. 
— épydlecOas with rive re instead of twa te is also found, 
though not frequently, in the Greek writers; comp. 2 Macc. 
xiv. 40; Eur. Hec. 1085 and Pflugk in loc. ; Kiihner, II. 1, 
p. 277. — wAjpwpa vopov % aydirn| o yap dyarav toy Erepoy 
yomov TremAnpewxe, ver. 8. Other interpretations of wAjpwpa 
(“id quod in lege summum est,” Ch. Schmidt, Rosenmiiller ; 
“plus enim continet quam lex, est everriculum omnis injus- 
titiae,” Grotius; see on the other hand Calovius) are opposed 
to the context. Comp. Gal. v. 14, where the point of view of 
the fulfilment of the law by love is still more comprehensive. 
Observe, moreover, that zAzjpwpua is not equivalent to m)A7- 
pooes, but in the love of one’s neighbour that whereby the law 
is fulfilled has taken place and is realized—The commentary 
on this point, how love works no ill to one’s neighbour, is given 
by Paul in 1 Cor. xiii. 4—7. 

Ver. 11. For compliance with the preceding exhortation to 
love, closing with ver. 10, Paul now presents a further weighty 
motive to be pondered, and then draws in turn from this (vv. 
12 ff.) other exhortations to a Christian walk generally. — xai 
touto| our and that, ie. and indeed, especially as you, etc. It 
adds something peculiarly worthy of remark—here a further 
motive particularly to be noted—to the preceding. See on 
this usage, prevalent also in the classics (which, however, more 


1 This also against Hofmann, who thinks that the order of succession in our 
passage might be founded on the fact that the relation of man and woman 
according to the order of creation is earlier than that of man and man, etc. An 
arbitrarily invented reason, which indeed must have occasioned the transposition 
of the fourth commandment to a place after the sixth. 

2 Of the reading ssauréy (Lachm., Tisch.), although preponderantly attested, 
we must judge as in Gal. v. 4. In the Greek writers also the emendation esau. 
is very frequently found in the codd. instead of iave., where by the latter the 
second person is meant. See especially Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 4. 9. 
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frequently use xal tadra), Hartung, I. p. 146; Baeumleix, 
Partik. p. 147. Comp. 1 Cor. vi. 6, 8; Eph. ii. 8; Phil. i. 
28; Heb. xi. 12. That to which here rotro points back is the 
injunction expressed in ver. 8, and more precisely elucidated 
in vv. 8-10, pndevi pndév ddpetrere, ef or «.7.A. The repeti- 
tion of it is represented by tovro, so that thus eiSores attaches 
itself to the injunction which is again present in the writer's 
conception, and hence all supplements (Bengel and several 
others, vrocetre; Tholuck, vros@pev) are dispensed with. The 
connection of rodto with eidores (Luther, Glockler) compli- 
cates the quite simple language, as is also done by Hofmann, 
who makes rév xacpov the object of rotro eiddres, and brings 
out the following sense: “and having this knowledge of the 
time, that, or, and so knowing the time, that.” Even in Soph. 
O. T. 37° «ab tair’ is simply and indeed; the use of roto 
as absolute object is irrelevant here (see Bernhardy, p. 106 ; 
Kiihner, IL 1, p. 266), because todro in the sense of in such 
a munner would necessarily derive its more precise contents 
from what precedes, That which Hofmann means, Paul might 
have expressed by x. rovro ¢i6. rod xacpod; Kiihner, II. 1, p. 
238. —eidSores] not considerantes (Grotius and others), but: 
since you know the (present) period, namely, in respect of its 
awakening character (see what follows).— 651: @pa x.7.X.] 
Epexegesis of e507. tov xaipov: that, namely, tt is high time 
that we finally (without waiting longer, see Klotz, ad Devar. 
p. 600) should wake out of sleep. 76n does not belong to wpa, 
but to pas é& dirvov éy., and by dzrvos is denoted figuratively 
the condition in which the true moral activity of life is bound 
down and hindered by the power of sin. In this we must 
observe with what right Paul requires this éyepO@jvat é& darvov 
of the regenerate (he even includes himself). He means, for- 
sooth, the full moral awakening, the ethical elevation of life 
in that jinal degree, which is requisite in order to stand 
worthily before the approaching Son of man (see immediately 
below, viv yap «.7.r.); and in comparison with this the pre- 
vious moral condition, in which much of a sinful element was 


1 Hofmann (citing ver. 42) professes to have compared Wunder in loc., who, 
however, makes no remark upon the x«i caver’ of the passage, p. 18, ed. 3. 
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always hindering the full expression of life, appears to him 
still as dtrvos, which one must finally lay aside as on 
awakening out of morning slumber. The Christian life has 
its new epochs of awakening, like faith (see on John ii. 11), 
and love to the Lord (John xiv. 28), and the putting on of 
Christ (ver. 14). This applies also in opposition to Reiche, who, 
because Christians were already awakened from the ethical 
sleep, explains drvos as an image of the state of the Christian on 
earth, in so far as he only at first forecasts and hopes for blessed- 
ness,—quite, however, against the Pauline mode of conception 
elsewhere (Eph. v. 14; 1 Thess. v. 6 ff.; comp. also 1 Cor. xv. 
34). — viv yap «.7.r.] Proof of the preceding @pa «.7.A. The 
vov is related to 75 not as the line to the point (Hofmann, 
following Hartung), but as the objective Now to the subjective 
(present in consciousness); comp. on the latter, Baeumlein, 
Partik. p. 140 ff. vy is related to dpre (comp. on Gal. i 10) 
as line to point. — sav] Does this belong to the adverb éyyv- 
tepov (Beza, Castalio, and others, including Philippi, Hof- 
mann), or to 7 owrnpla (Luther, Calvin, and others, following 
the Vulgate)? The former is most naturally suggested by the 
position of the words ; the latter would allow an emphasis, for 
which no motive is assigned, to fall upon juav. — } cwrnpla] 
the Messianic salvation, namely, in its completion, as intro- 
duced by the Parousia, which Paul, along with the whole 
apostolical church, regarded as near, always drawing nearer, and 
setting in even before the decease of the generation. Comp. Phil. 
iv. 5; 1 Pet. iv. 7; see also Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 426. Not 
recognising the latter fact,—notwithstanding that Paul brings 
emphatically into account the short time from his conversion up 
to the present time of his writing (viv),|"—commentators have 

1 yor, as well as iyyirsper near and 4 ewrnpia, the latter in the final-historical 
sense, is to be left textually in the clear and definite literal meaning, in contra- 
distinction to which inexact and vacillating generalizations of the concrete 
relation expressed by Paul, which mix up the nearness of time with the ethical 
approach, appear inadmissible. This applies also against Hofmann, according 
to whom the expectation of the near return of Christ is not found at all in the 
Epistle to the Romans (see Hofmann on Col. p. 181); and Paul is here supposed 
to say that salvation came near to them, at the time when they became believers, 
through the very fact of their becoming believers (1), but that now, after that they 
are believers (1), it stands so much (1) the nearer to them. 

ROM. IL T 
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been forced to very perverted interpretations; ¢g. that de- 
liverance by death was meant (Photius and others), or the 
destruction of Jerusalem, a fortunate event for Christianity 
(Michaelis, following older interpreters), or the preaching 
among the Gentiles (Melanchthon), or the inxer carnpla, the 
spiritual salvation of Christianity (Flacius, Calovius, Morus, 
. Flatt, Benecke, Schrader, comp. Glockler). Rightly and clearly 
Chrysostom says: éri Ovpacs yap, dno, o Tis xplicews 
éarnxe xatpos. Comp. Theodore of Mopsuestia: cwrnpiay Se 
Huey KGL THY avaoTacw, erred) TOTE THs GANS dro- 
Aavouev owtnpias. But the nearer the blessed goal, the more 
wakeful and vigilant we should be. — 4 8re érwor.] than when 
we became believers ;1 1 Cor. iii. 5, xv. 2; Gal. ii, 16; Mark 
xvi 16; Acts xix. 2, and frequently. 

Ver. 12. To drvos corresponds here as correlate 9 wvE, <0. 
the time before the Parousia, which ceases, when with the 
Paroustia the day arrives. vv£ and sjépa are accordingly figures 
for the aidy obros and pédXwv, and spépa is not equivalent to 
cwornpla (de Wette), but the day brings the cwrnpla. Comp. 
Heb. x. 25.— The image is appropriate ; for in regard to the 
knowledge, righteousness, and glory which will have a place in 
the future aiwy, this approaching blessed time will be related 
to the imperfect present time as day to night. Theodore of 
Mopsuestia aptly remarks: juépayv xadel tov amo Tis TOU 
Xpucrov mapoveias xatpov ... vd«nrTa Se Tov pd TovTaV xpovor. 
— mpotxoyev] not: ts past (Luther), but: has made progress, 
processit (see Gal i 14; Luke ii, 52; 2 Tim. ii 46; Lucian, 
Soloee. 6; Joseph. Beil. iv. 4. 6), so that the day is no longer 
distant. It is very possible that Paul conceived to himself 
the time of the approach of the Parousia as the time of twilight, 
with which conception both the preceding @pa qpas fbn x.7.X. 
and the following avo@epe6a aptly agree. — arofwpcfa] as 
one puts off garments. This way of conceiving it (in opposi- 
tion to Fritzsche and Hofmann) corresponds to the correlate 
évivo@peba, comp. on Eph. iv. 22. The épya rob oxorous, te. 

1 Incorrectly Luther: ‘‘ than when we believed it.” He appears, with Erasmas, 
to en of the belief, that salvation was to be obtained under the law, 
by wor 
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the works, whose element, wherein they are accomplished, is 
darkness (comp. Eph. v. 11), the condition of spiritual want of 
knowledge and of the dominion of sin, are regarded as night- 
clothes, which the sleeper has had on, and which he who has 
risen is now to put off. — évdvowpe0a] of the putting on of 
arms (émXa, as vi. 13), which in part are drawn on like 
garments. Comp. Eph vi. 11; 1 Thess. v. 8.— 70d dwros] 
not glittering arms (Grotius, Wetstein), but in contrast to tov 
oxorous: arms (te. dispositions, principles, modes of action) 
which belong to the element of (spiritual) light, which one has as 
mepatiopévos by virtue of his existence and life in the divine 
truth of salvation. tod dwros has the spiritual sense, as also 
previously vod oxcrous, as being in the application of that 
which was said of the »v& and syépa; but the metaphorical 
expressions are selected as the correlates of w and jpuépa. — 
The Christian is a warrior in the service of God and Christ 
against the kingdom of darkness. Comp. Eph. vi 11, 12; 
2 Cor. vi. 7, x. 4; 1 Thess. v. 8; 1 Tim. i 18; Rom. vi. 13. 
For profane analogies, see Gataker, ad Anion. p. 58. 

Ver. 13.) ‘Qs & spépa] as one walks in the day (when 
one avoids everything unbecoming). This in a moral sense, 
Paul desires, should be the ruling principle of the Christian, 
who sees the day already dawning (ver. 12). — evoynpdvos] 
becomingly, 1 Thess. iv. 12; 1 Cor. vi. 35, xiv. 40. It is 
moral decorum of conduct. — xwpos x.7.r.] The datives are 
explained from the notion of the way and manner in which 
the zreperarety, 2.¢. the inner and outward conduct of life, 
ought not to take place (Kiihner, If. 1, p. 382), namely, not 
with revellings (xmpots; see respecting this, on Gal v. 21; 
Welker in Jacobs, Philostr. i. 2, p. 202 ff.) and carousals 
(comp. Gal. v. 21), ete. The local view (Philippi) is less in 
keeping with the particulars mentioned, and that of dativus 
commodi (Fritzsche, comp. van Hengel) less befits the figurative 
verb. — xofrats] congressibus venereis (comp. on ix. 10), Wisd. 


2 This verse, which once struck Augustine’s eye and heart on his opening 
the Bible, decided him, already prepared by the preaching of Ambrose, to fina! 
repentance and to baptism. Confess. viii. 12, 28f. See Bindemann, d. heii. 
Augustinus, I. p. 281 f. 
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iii, 13, and see Kypke, II. p. 185. — acenryelars] wantonnesses 
(especially of lust). See Tittmann, Synon. p. 151. On the 
sense of the plural, see Lucian, Amor. 21: tva pndev dyvo7 
Hépos acenyeias. — Enrw] jealousy (1 Cor. i 11, iii 3); neither 
anger (Fritzsche, Philippi, and others), which is not denoted 
by dos (not even in 1 Cor. iii. 2; 2 Cor. xii 20; Gal. v. 
20), nor envy (Photius, Luther, and others), which is less in 
accordance with the preceding (xoit. «. avedy.), whilst strife 
and jealousy follow in the train of the practice of lust—The 
three particulars adduced stand in the internal connection of 
cause and effect. 

Ver. 14. ’Evivcacbe +. xip.’I. Xp.] This is the specifically 
Christian nature of the evoxynpdves vepi. But the expression 
is figurative, signifying the idea: Unite yourselves in the closest 
fellowship of life with Christ, so that you may wholly present 
the mind and life of Christ in your conduct. In classical Greek 
also évéverGai twa denotes to adopt any one’s mode of sentiment 
and action. See Wetstein and Kypke But the praesens 
eficacia Christe (see Melanchthon) is that which distinguishes 
the having put on Christ from the adoption of other exemplars. 
Comp. Gal. iii. 27; Eph. iv. 24; Col. iii. 12; and on the 
subject-matter, vill. 9; 1 Cor. vi 17; Photius in Oecu- 
menius: mas 5é avroy. évduréov; ei mdvta Hiv avros ely, 
éowbey nai EEwlev ev juiy hacvopevos. Observe further, that 
the having put on Christ <n baptism was the entrance into the 
sonship of God (Gal. iii. 27), but that in the further deve- 
lopment of the baptized one each new advance of his moral life 
(comp. on ver. 11) is to be a new putting on of Christ ; there- 
fore it, like the putting on of the new man, is always enjoined 
afresh. Comp. Lipsius, Rechifertigungsl. p. 186 f.—xat ris 
capxos K.7.r.] and make not care of the flesh unto lusts, ie. 
take not care for the flesh to such a degree, that lusts are thereby 
excited. By pr the mpovoray troeioOar eis émiO. together 
is forbidden, not (as Luther and many) merely the eis ém., 
according to which the whole sentence would resolve itself 
into the two members: tis o. wpovoray pev troveiobe, GANA 
wy «els é7t8. In that case pa must have stood after 
moutoe (see xiv. 1); for a transposition of the negation is not 
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to be assumed in any passage of the N. T. — rijs capxos] is 
emphatically prefixed, adding to the putting on of the Lord 
previously required, which is the spiritual mode of life, that 
which is to be done bodily. The capé is here not equivalent 
to capa (as is frequently assumed; see on the other hand 
Calovius and Reiche), but is that which composes the material 
substance of man, as the source and seat of sensuous and sinful 
desires, in contrast to the wrvedua of man with the voids. Paul 
purposely chose the expression, because in respect of care for 
the body he wishes to present the point of view that this care 
nourishes and attends to the odp£, and one must therefore 
be on one’s guard against caring for the latter in such measure 
that the lusts, which have their seat in the odp£, are excited 
and strengthened. According to Fritzsche, Paul absolutely 
forbids the taking care for the oap£ (he urges that odp& must 
be libidinosa caro). But to this the expression mpovoay 
qrovetaGe is not at all suitable. The flesh, so understood, is to 
be crucified (Gal. v. 24), the body as determined by it is to be 
put off (Col. ii. 11), its wpdfeus are to be put to death (Rom. 
viii. 13), because its Ppoynua is enmity against God and pro- 
ductive of death (viii. 6, 7). The oap€ is here rather the living 
matter of the o@pa, which, as the seat of the émuplas, in 
order to guard against the excitement of the latter, ought to 
experience a care that is to be restricted accordingly, and to 
be subordinated to.the moral end (comp. on cdp£, 1 Cor. vii. 
28, xv. 50; 2 Cor. iv. 10, 11, vii. 1, 5, xii. .7; Gal. ii. 20, 
iv. 13, 14). In substance and in moral principle, the agevdla 
cwparos (Col. ii. 23) is different from this. Chrysostom 
aptly observes: @ozep yap ov To mivew éxddAvaoev, GANA TO 
peOvew, ovde TO yapetv, GANA TO acedyeiv, oUTWS Ovdé TO 
mpovoeiy THS sapKos, GAAA TO eis emuplas, oloy TO Thy 
xpelav wrrepBaivey. Moreover it is clear in itself, that Paul 
has added the second half of ver. 14 in view of what is to be 
handled in chap. xiv., and has thereby prepared the way for a 
transition to the latter. 
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CHAPTER XIV. 


Ver. 3. xa/é6] Lachm. and Tisch. : 6 dé, according to ABC D* x* 
5. Clar. Goth. Clem. Damasc. Mechanical repetition from ver. 
2.— Ver. 4. dwarks yep gorn] ABC D* FGR® have dwar? yap 
(commended by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Tisch.); D*** 
Bas. Chrys. : duvaro¢ yép (so Fritzsche). The original is certainly 
duvare? yap; for dwaréw is found elsewhere in the N.T. only in 
2 Cor. xiii. 3, and was there also in codd. exchanged for more 
current and better known expressions.—<é ©sé5] ABC*P x, 
Copt. Sahid. Arm. Goth. Aeth Aug. e¢ al.: 6 xipis (so Lachm. 
and Tisch.), the origin of which, however, is betrayed by dominus 
ejus in Syr. Erp. It was here (at ver. 3 the connection furnished 
no occasion for it) written on the margin as a gloss, and sup- 
planted the original 6 @«s. — Ver. 5.] Instead of 35 war, AC P x*, 
Vulg. codd. of It. Goth. and some Fathers have 3; wiv ydp; so 
Lachm. (bracketing yép, however) and Tisch. 8. But the testi- 
mony in favour of the mere é¢ wi» is older, stronger, and more 
diffused ; as is frequently the case, ydép was here awkwardly 
inserted to connect the thought. — Ver. 6. xa! 6 wa ppovaw ray 
qeépay, xupiy ob Qpover] is wanting in ABOC* DEFGR, 23. 
57. 67.%* Copt. Aeth. Vulg. It. Ruf. Ambrosiast. Pel. Aug. 
Jer. al. Lat.; Chrys. and Theodoret have it in the text. Con- 
demned by Mill, omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly, 
since the evidence for omission is so decisive, and since the 
interpolation was so very readily suggested by the sense of a 
want of completeness in the passage, in view of the following 
contrast, that the explanation of the omission from homoeote- 
leuton (Rickert, Reiche, de Wette, Fritzsche, Tholuck, Philippi, 
Tischendorf, and several others)—however easily it might have 
been occasioned thereby (especially as xa/ before 6 iodia», which 
Elz. has not, is undoubtedly genuine)—appears nevertheless 
insufficient. Among the oldest witnesses, Syr. is too solitary 
in its support of the words not to suggest the suspicion of an 
interpolation in the text of the Peschito. — Ver. 8. drobvjoxwpev] 
Lachm. both times has arodvjoxouev, according to ADEFGP 
min. But Paul has in no other place ééy with pres. indic. (in 
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Gal. i. 8 only K and min. have the indic.), and how easily 
might a slip of the pen take place here! — Ver. 9. Before 
axidavs Elz. and cholz have za/, against decisive testimony.— 
After cmibare Elz. has xai dviory (which is wanting in A BC x*, 
Copt. Arm. Aeth. and Fathers), and afterwards, instead of #Znc:, 
évé(now (against largely preponderating evidence). Further, 
F G, Vulg. Boern. Or. Cyr. (twice) Pel. Ambr. Fulgent. have 
not #yoe at all, although they have dviern (therefore erédare xa! 
dviorn) ; D E, Clar. Germ. Ir. Gaud. have even ¢@nos x. deitdars 
x. aviorn, but D** LP x** Syr. p. and several Fathers: daidars 
x. avéorn x.#@nos. The origin of all these variations is readily ex- 
plained from drtéavs xai éZnow (Lachm. and Tisch.), the best at- 
tested, and for that very reason, among the many differences, to 
be set down as original. First, iZy0. was glossed by astern, comp. 
1 Thess. iv. 14. Thus there arose, through the adoption of the 
gloss instead of the original word, the reading dstéavs xa) dviorn ; 
and by the adoption of the gloss along with the original word, 
in some cases drtdavs x. s@nos x. avéorn, IN SOME Cases awréilave x. 
aviorn x. #Znosv (80 Vie cabirnedes there then arose, by an 
accidental or designed repetition of the AN, the awéd. x. dvéorn x. 
dviZnoww of the Recepta (very feebly attested, and diffused by 
Erasmus). Finally, the transposition iZ0s x. daidave x. dvtorn 
was formed, after dxédave x. dviory was already read, by mistaken 
criticism, inasmuch as there was a desire to restore the original 
sos, but the non-genuineness of davéorn was as little known as 
the proper place for ¢%y0e, and hence the latter, explained of the 
earthly life of Jesus, was placed before a2. — Ver. 10. Xproroi] 
ABC* DEF GRx®* and several vss. and Fathers: @#%. So 
Lachm. and Tisch., also Fritzsche. Rightly ; Xperot was intro- 
duced from the preceding, and perhaps also (comp. Rufinus) 
through comparison of 2 Cor. v. 10. — Ver. 12. dées:] Lachm. : 
dmroduce, according to B D* F G 39. Chrys. But this compound 
is the usual expression with Adyo. — Ver. 14. airod] Elz.: 
éaurod, instead of abrot (see exegetical notes). So again Tisch. 8, 
but only according to BC x, Chrys. Dam. Theophyl. A re- 
flexive more precise definition. — Ver. 15. 32] Lachm. and 
Tisch.: yép, which Griesb. also commended, according to deci- 
sive testimony. — Ver. 18. Instead of the Rec. i» robros, Lachm. 
and Tisch. have éy rolrw, according to ABC D*FG Px*, 5. 
Vulg. It. Copt. Sahid. Ruf. Aug. But the Rec. sufficiently 
attested by D*** E L x**, and almost all min, Syr. utr. Goth. 
Chrys. Theodoret, Tert., is the more to be defended, since é 
rolrw might very easily have intruded through the immediately 
preceding év evsiwar: ayiy. It was less likely that revry should 


296 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 


be converted into rolrog on account of the plurality of the par- 
ticulars contained in ver. 17. The latter is mghtly retained by 
Beng. Matth. Reiche, Fritzsche, van Hengel, and various others. 
— Ver. 19. d:ixousv] The reading dwxousv, adopted by Tisch. 8, 
although in ABF GLP, is an old error of the pen, attested 
by no -version, abandoned rightly also by Lachm. ed. may. (in the 
ed. min. he had adopted it, written ép«, and taken the sentence 
interrogatively). — After avaqa. DE FG, Vulg. It. and a few 
Fathers have guadkwew. A supplement. — Ver. 21. 4 oxavd, 
4 &06.] omitted by Tisch. 8, is wanting in AC 67.** Syr. Erp. 
Copt. Aeth. and some Fathers, including Origen. The former 
is suspicious as an addition from ver. 13, the latter as a gloss. 
However, in the case of synonyms, one or the other was often 
omitted, as ¢g., in ver. 13, apéoxoumo (and therewith 7) is want- 
ing in B, and the evidence in favour of omission is not here 
sufficiently strong to condemn the words. Instead of spoox. 4 
oxavd, 1 aod, S* has merely Auwsiras, a gloss in itself correct 
according to ver. 15. — Ver. 22. After zierw Lachm. and Tisch. 
8 have qv, according to ABCs, Copt. Ruf. Aug. Pel A double 
writing of IN, or explanatory resolution, to which the weight 
of evidence of almost all vss. and Greek Fathers especially is 
opposed. — On the doxology, xvi. 25-27, not belonging to the 
end of chap. xiv., see critical notes on chap. xvi. 





As elsewhere (Acts xv. 1, 5; Gal i 1 ff; Col. ii. 16 ff), 
so there were even in the predominantly Gentile-Christian 
community at Rome, among the Jewish-Christian minority’ 
belonging to it, persons who sought still to retain the stand- 
point of pre-Christian legalism. But these Jewish-Christians 
in Rome had not, as elsewhere, come forward as the defenders of 
. circumcision, or generally in an aggressive anti-Pauline attitude. 
Hence Paul speaks of them in so forbearing and mild a way, 
and keeps direct polemics entirely in the background. They 
were men not of hostile, but only of prejudiced minds, whose 
moral consciousness lacked the vigour to regard as unessential 
a peculiar asceticism, according to which they ate no flesh (ver. 
2), and drank no wine (ver. 21), and still held to the observance 
of the Jewish feast-days (ver. 5), passing judgment withal, as is 
usually the case with men of a separatist bias, on those who 
were more free, but only earning the contempt of these in 

1 Comp. Beyschlag in the Stud. u. Krit. 1867, p. 645. 
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return. In presence of this asceticism, and in respect of its 
main feature, namely, abstinence from flesh and wine, the 
question arises: Was it based generally (Origen, Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, Jerome, Calovius, and many others, including Reiche 
and Kollner) on the Mosatc-Jewish ordinances respecting 
meat and drink? or, in particular (Clement of Alexandria, 
Ambrosiaster, Augustine, Michaelis, Anm., Flatt, Neander, 
Reithmayr, Tholuck, Philippi), on the dread of heathen sacri- 
ficial flesh and sacrificial wine (comp. the apostolic decrees, 
Acts xv.)? or on both (Erasmus, Toletus, and others, including 
Riickert, Borger, de Wette)? Against the first of these three 
possibilities it may be urged that vv. 2 and 21 do not allow us 
to assume any limitation of the abstinence at all, but require 
it to be understood of flesh and wine generally; while, on the 
other hand, the law does not forbid all flesh and does not 
forbid wine at all, and the Rabbins forbid only the flesh 
slaughtered by the Goyim and the wine of the Goyim (see 
Eisenmenger, entdecki. Judenth. II. pp. 616 ff, 620 ff). To 
assume now, with Chrysostom, Oecumenius, and Theophylact, 
that those persons had abstained from all flesh for the reason 
that they might not be blamed by the others on account - of 
their despising swine’s flesh, or from contempt towards the 
Gentiles (revés in Theodoret), would be completely arbitrary, 
indeed opposed to the text; for they themselves were on one 
side the censurers, on the other the despised, ver. 3. Against 
the second opinion, that the abstinence in question referred 
only to the flesh offered in sacrifice to idols (Acts xv.) and the 
wine of libation (see Mischn. Surenh. IV. pp. 369, 384; 
Eisenmenger, /.c. p. 621), it may be urged that the whole sec- 
tion contains not a word on the sacrificial character of the 
flesh and wine, while yet we are bound to conclude from 
1 Cor. vii. and x. that Paul would not have passed by this 
essential aspect of the matter without touching on it and 
turning it to account. Hence also the ¢hird view, which com- 
bines these, cannot be approved. Im fact, the Jewish-Chris- 
tian abstinence in question appears rather to be a supra-legal 
anxiety, such as was nothing rare in Judaism at that time 
(Philo, in Eusebius, Praep. ev. viii. jin. ; Josephus, Vit. 2, 3 ; 
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Grotius on ver. 2; Ritschl, in the theol. Jahrb. 1855, p. 353), 
under the influence of Hssenie principles (see Ritschl, altkath. 
K. pp. 184, 187). t appears certainly as an éOedoPpncxeia, 
brought over from Judaism into Christianity by persons of 
Essenic tendencies, and fostered by the ethics of Christianity, 
which combated the flesh." By its adherents, however, among 
the Jewish-Christians of Rome at that time, it was not main- 
tained in opposition to justification by faith, but was so practised 
without pretentiousness and polemics (and in particular with- 
out separation from a common table with the Gentile Chris- 
tians), that the wisdom of the apostolic teaching deemed it 
inappropriate to enter into special conflict with such a remnant 
of an Essenic "Iovdatfew, or to speak of it otherwise than with 
the most cautious forbearance. Baur, L p. 381 ff, declares 
those persons to be Hbiontte Christians (according to Epiphanius, 
Haer. xxx. 15, the Ebionites abstained from all use of flesh, 
because flesh originated from generation; see Ritschl, p. 205). 
But against this view it may at once be urged,’ that complete 
abstinence from wine on the part of the Ebionites is nowhere 
expressly attested; and further, that, if the weak brethren at 
Rome had been persons who regarded the use of flesh as on 
principle and absolutely sinful, as was the case with Ebionitism, 
Paul would not have expressed himself so mildly and tolerantly 
respecting an error which would have been fundamental, dual- 
istic as it was and opposed to justification by faith. More- 
over, the Ebionites date only from the destruction of Jerusalem 
(see Ullhorn, d. Homil. u. Recogn. d. Clem. p. 38'7 f£); hence 
the Roman weak brethren could only be termed Ebionitic in so 
far as their abstinence had the same root with the asceticism 
of the Ebionites, viz. Essenism. That among the numerous’ - 
Roman Jews, who. had arrived as prisoners of war from 
Palestine, there were various Essenes who thereafter became 


1 Respecting the Apostle Matthew, Clement of Alexandria, Paedag. ii. 1, 
p. 174 Pott., informs us that he ate only vegetables, no flesh; and of James, 
the brother of the Lord, Augustine, ad Faust. xxii. 3, relates that he had used 
neither flesh nor wine. Comp. Hegesippus in Eusebius ii. 28. But see Ritschl, 
p. 224f. The Peter of the Clementines also practises this abstinence. 

2 Whether the Ebionites of Epiphanius may be derived from Essenism (the 
ordinary view, ably defended by Ritsechl in opposition to Schliemann) or not. 


CHAP. XIV. 299 


Christians, cannot be subject to any well-founded doubt (comp. 
Ritschl, p. 233 f.). And the less reason is there to call in 
question not merely the Ebionitic, but also the Lssenic, root of 
the phenomenon (Th. Schott). To refer it to the general 
interest of world -denying holiness does not suffice for the 
explanation of the several passages, and in particular does not 
explain the observance of days and the impwre character which 
was attributed to the use of flesh (ver. 14). Hence, too, we 
are not, with Hofmann, to abide by the mere general conclu- 
sion, that doubt prevailed as to whether it was compatible with 
the holiness of the ehurch of God to use such food as man had 
not assigned to him from the beginning, and as the Christian 
should for this very reason rather dispense with than enjoy for 
the sake of good cheer. Thus the matter would amount to an 
odd theoretic reflection, without any connection with histori- 
cal concrete antecedent relations—ea view with which we can 
the less be content, since the observance of days cannot exegeti- 
cally be got rid of as a point which had likewise occasioned 
dispute (see on ver. 5). Eichhorn takes the weak brethren to 
be carlter, mostly Gentile-Christian adherents of ascetico-philo- 
sophic, chiefly Neo-Pythagorean principles. There was certainly 
at that time diffused among the Gentiles, through the influence 
of the Neo-Pythagorean philosophy, an abstinence quite analo- 
gous to that Jewish one, as we know from Senec. Hp. 108, 
Porphyr. De abstin., and others (see Grotius on ver. 2, and 
Reiche, II. p. 463 £); but, on the other hand, that view is 
at variance partly with ver. 5 (comp. Col. ii. 16, 17), partly 
with xv. 8, 9, where Paul sedulously brings into view the 
theocratic dignity of the Jews, while he bids the Gentiles 
praise God on accownt of grace—which is moat in harmony with 
the view that the despised weak ones are to be sought among 
the former. It may be also conjectured @ priori that our 
ascetics, if they had arrived at their habit by the path of philo- 
sophy, would hardly have behaved themselves in so passive 
and unpretentious a manner and have been merely regarded 
by Paul just as weak ones.| We may add that vv. 5, 6 do 

1 Against Eichhorn’s view also, as it seems to me, the paseage in Origen 
militates: cpa 33 sa} civ eafopds cov aivien vig var lubtvey dwexns vin bai vei 
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not justify us in assuming two parties among the Roman weak 
brethren, so that the xpivoytes syépay wap’ ypépav, ver. 5, are 
to be distinguished from the Aayava doBiovtes, ver. 2,—the 
former as the stricter and probably Palestinian, the latter as 
the freer and probably Hellenistic, Jewish - Christians (so 
Philippi). As the observance of the feast days, especially 
of the Sabbaths, was essentially bound up with the Essenic 
tendency, the assumption of such a separation cannot be justi- 
fied exegetically (from the xpiveyv). Just as little is there 
exegetical ground for the view that the community addressed 
and instructed in xiv. 1 ff. is notified as being Jewish-Christian 
in its main composition ; whereas xv. 1 ff. betrays a Gentile- 
Christian minority, which had been more exclusive and in- 
tolerant towards the weak than the great body of the church, 
the relation of whom to the weak the apostle has in view in 
chap. xiv. (Mangold, p. 60 ff) 

Vv. 1-12. Summons to brotherliness towards the weak ones 
(ver. 1). First point of difference between the two parties, and 
encouragement im relation to % (vv. 2-4). Second point of 
difference, and encouragement in relation to it (ver. 5). The 
right point of view for both in their differences (ver. 6), and 
reason assigned for it (vv. 7-9); reproof and disallowance of 
the opposite conduct (vv. 10-12). 

Ver. 1. 4é] passing over from the due limitation of care 
for the flesh (xiii 14) to those who, in the matter -of this 
limitation, pursue not the right course, but one springing 
from weakness of faith.— Tov adoOevotyta rH alot] That 
mori here also denotes faith in Christ, is self-evident; the 
anfirmity, however, is not conceived of—according to the general 
mavra Suvata te meorevovre (Mark ix. 23; 1 Cor. xiii. 2)—in 
@ general sense and without any more precise character, but, 
in conformity with the context (see vv. 2, 14, 22, 23), as a 


Tvéayopou xal cavivipss doxnray, 'Exsives piv yap duet rev wspl Pors msrsrsee- 
parouminns wider urpixwy dwixevra:. .. Husis dixar rs ToovTo wpiTTH_LY, Tosouesy 
airs, ins) Umwmidloesy 6 cape xa) SevrMyeyousy x.7.2. (c. Cels. 4), where Origen 
distinguishes expressly the Pythagorean abstinence as something fundamentally 
(ideally) different from the Christian, and traces the latter to an idea, which 
quite merited the lenient treatment of the apostle and makes the continuance 
of this asceticism in the Christian Church very readily intelligible. 
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want of that e¢hical strength of faith, in virtue of which one 
may and should have, along with his faith, the regulative prin- 
ciple of moral conviction and certainty corresponding to its 
nature and contents. In this more definite and precise sense 
those ascetics were weak in faith. Had they not been so, the 
discernment of conscience and assurance of conscience, analo- 
gous to faith, would have enabled them to be free from doubt 
and scruple in respect to that which, in the life of faith, was 
right or wrong, allowable or not allowable, and to act accord- 
ingly ; and consequently, in particular, to raise themselves 
above the adiaphora as such, without prejudice and ethical 
narrowness. It is therefore evident that the do@évea Ti 
qiores carries with it defectiveness of moral yraors, but this 
does not justify the explaining of wrioris as equivalent to yvaors 
(Grotius and others), or as equivalent to doctrine believed 
(Beza, Calvin). — mpocrapBdvecOe] take to you, namely, to the 
intercourse of Christian brotherly fellowship. The opposite 
would be an éxxAcioas Oérciv (comp. Gal. iv. 17), whereby 
they, instead of being attracted, might be forced to separation. 
So in substance, Erasmus, Grotius, Estius, Semler, Reiche, 
Kollner, Fritzsche, Riickert, de Wette, Tholuck, Philippi, Hof- 
mann, etc. But others take it as: interest yourselves in him, 
“of furthering, helpful support” (Olshausen, comp. Chrysostom), 
which, however, rpocAapuSdvecGas twa does not mean. Acts 
XXVill. 2 is appealed to, where, however, mpoon. is to take to 
oneself,—a meaning which is here also required by mpoceda- 
Bero, ver. 3, as well as by xv. 7, comp. also xi. 15. — py eis 
dtaxpicets Staroy.| not to judgings of thoughts. Saxpices 
diadoy. is a result, which in the case of the enjoined rpocAap8. 
must not be come to, so that thus p7 eis Staxp. Svar. contains 
a negative more precise definition of wpocrdapPBaveoOe, in the 
sense, namely: not in such a manner that the mpocdapBdveo Bat, 
which you bestow on the weak, isswes in judgments passed on the 
thoughts. Those persons formed their ideas under the influence 
of conscience; such scruples should be indulgently treated by 
the stronger, and criticisms passing judgments on them should 
not be instituted, whereby the mpoorapBdverOar would be 
abused. Thus Sdcdxpiois, dijudicatio, retains its usual signi- 
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fication (Heb. v. 4; 1 Cor. xii 10; Plato, Legg. vi. p. 765 A, 
xi p. 937 B; Lucian, Herm. 69); and Siadroypds likewise 
(Matt. xv. 19; Mark vii. 21; Luke ix. 46, ¢al.; Rom.i. 21; 
1 Cor. iii. 20). Nothing is to be supplied, but eds is simply to 
be taken in the sense of the result (as just previously ets é70,, 
xill. 14), not even as wsgue ad (Reiche). Substantially in 
agreement with this view of Ssaxplc. Siadoy. are’ Chrysostom, 
Grotius, and others, including Koliner, de Wette, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, Reithmayr, Fritzsche, Krehl, Tholuck, Hofmann, like- 
wise Reiche, who, however, makes the prohibition apply to 
both parties, which is opposed to the text, since the exhorted 
subject is the church, in contradistinction to its weak members, 
while the weak alone are the object of the exhortation. Augus- 
tine aptly, Propos. 78: “non dijudicemus cogitationes infir- 
morum, quasi ferre audeamus sententiam de alieno corde, quod 
non videtur.” Others take Staxpioeu as doubts, which are not 
to be excited in the thoughts of the weak. So Luther, Bengel, 
Cramer, Ernesti, Morus, Bohme, Ammon, Flatt, Klee, Olshausen, 
Philippi, Umbreit. But Sudepiots never means doubt! and 
therefore is not to be explained with Ewald, who takes the 
words as an addition by way of exclamation: “may + not 
come from doubts to thoughts ! may such an one not become 
uncertain in his conscience!” Following the Vulgate, Beza, 
Cameranius, Er. Schmid, Toletus, Eatius, Glockler, and others, 
Sidxp. has also been explained as dispute, which is not 
unfrequently its meaning in the classics (Plato, Legg. vi. p. 
768 A; Polybius, xviii 11. 3). But dispute concerning 
thoughts would be at least far from clearly expressed by the 
mere genitive (instead of rep) Siadroy.); and the notion discep- 
tatio (Eqrnow, cvlyrnots) is nowhere denoted in the N. T. by 
Stacpiots. Riickert takes it as separation: “But be on your 
guard lest the consequence thereof may possibly be this, that 
thoughts and sentiments are severed, become more abruptly 
parted.” Mtdxpiow may certainly bear this meaning (Job 
xxxvil. 16; Plato, Pht. p. 32 A); but in that case the article 

1 Neither in the N. T. nor elsewhere in Greek. Theodoret on ver. 22 f. is 


appealed to, but there Iéxpseus is to be taken as distinction ; as — in Oecumenius 
on ver. 20. 
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must have stood before Stadoy., and the climactic sense (more 
abruptly) would be gratuitously imported. 

Ver. 2. More particular discussion of the subject, and in 
the first place, exhilition of the first point of difference between 
the two parties, — 3s pév] without a corresponding és 8, in- 
stead of which there is at once put the definite o 5é aoé.: 
the one (te. the strong) believes, etc. ; but the weak, etc. Comp. 
Kiihner, ad Xen. Anabd. ii. 3.15; Fritzsche, ad Mare. p. 507. 
—nriorever hayely travra may mean: he ts convinced that he 
may eat all things, so that the notion éfeivas is implied in 
the relation of the verbal notion to the infinitive (Lobeck, ad 
Phryn. p. 753 f.; Buttmann, new. Gr. p. 235); so Tholuck, 
Borger, and older interpreters. But more agreeable to the 
7H wlovres, ver. 1, and to the contrast o doOey., is the render- 
ing: he has the confidence, the assurance of faith, to eat all 
things; Winer, p. 302 [E. T. 405]. Comp. Dem 866. 1, 
and generally Kriiger, § 61. 6. 8. To supply dove (van 
Hengel) is in accordance with the sense, but unnecessary. — 
Adyava] excludes, according to the connection, al use of flesh, 
not merely that of Levitically unclean animals, or of flesh sacri- 
ficed to idols, or on feast and fast days,—limitations of which 
nature are introduced by most interpreters (including Reiche, 
Koliner, Neander, Tholuck, Philippi). The weak in faith eats 
no flesh, but vegetables are his food. Comp. Wieseler in . 
Herzog’s Encyklop. XX. p. 595. 

Ver. 3. Prohibition for each of the two parties. The seif- 
conscaousness of strength misleads into looking down with 
contempt on the weak ; the narrowness of weakness is unable 
to comprehend the free thinking of the strong one, and judges 
it. — xptwéro] defihed by the connection as a condemning 
judgment, pronouncing against the true Christian character, as 
in ii. 1 and frequently. — 06 Ocds yap x«.7.d.] ground assigned 
for ya) xpwérw ; hence avrov is to be referred to rév écOlovra 
(zc. him who eats all things), not with Reiche (following 
Calvin and others) to both, the strong and the weak, against 
which ver. 4 is also decisive. — mpoceAdBero] has taken him 
to Himself, namely, into His fellowship (comp. ver. 1) through 
Christ ; not: into His house as servant (see on ver. 4), as 
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Vatablus, Reiche, and Hofmann hold.— In 0 @eds yap «.7.X. is 
contained the contrariety to God of this xpiwety, and its conse- 
quent impiety; and 

Ver. 4 then adds what a presumptuous intermeddling such 
a xpivew is. In this the emotion rises to an animated apos- 
trophe, addressed to the weak in faith who passes judgment, 
not to both parties, as Reiche and Tholuck think; for xcpivey 
corresponds to the xpivérw of ver. 3.— ov rés el] comp. ix. 20. 
It discloses the presumption, without however standing in the 
relation of apodosis to the preceding 6 @cds avrov mpocedd- 
S8ero (Hofmann), which is nowise indicated and is forbidden 
by the fact that the following relation of domestic slave 
points to Christ as Master. — ddAdtpioy oixérnv] who is not 
in thy domestic service,’ but in that of another. This other is 
Christ (see ver. 6), not God, who is rather distinguished from 
the master by duv. yap x.7...—T@ dlp Kupip] to his own 
master. The dative denotes the relation of subordination to 
the interest of the tdvos xvpios (Bernhardy, p. 85). His own 
master, and no other, is interested therein ; whence the incom- 
petence of the xpivey is obvious.—The figurative standing and 
falling is either explained of standing jirm (Ps. i. 4; Luke xxi 
36), and of being condemned (causa cadere) in the divine judg- 
ment (Calvin, Cornelius a Lapide, Grotius, Estius, Wolf, and 
others, including Reiche, Kollner, Borger, Tholuck, Philippi), 
or, as in 1 Cor. x. 12, of continuance and non-continuance in 
the state of true Christian faith and life. So in substance, 
Erasmus, Beza, Vatablus, Toletus, Bengel, Semler, and others, 
including Flatt, de Wette, Fritzsche, Riickert, Maier, Baum- 
garten-Crusius, Umbreit, van Hengel, Hofmann. The use of 
wlmrew would not tell against the former (Hofmann), for it 
would have its warrant as contrast to the cwfeo@ar in the 


* eixirns is nowhere else found in Paul ; in the N. T. it occurs in Luke xvi. 
18, Acts x. 7, 1 Pet. ii. 18. It is a more restricted notion than Sevres ; the 
oixiens is a house-servant (Dem. 1359 ult. ; cixiens dstxeves), more closely bound 
to the family than other slaves; hence: cixicas rs xa dovaevs, Plat. Legg, 
vi. p. 763 A, comp. ix. p. 853 E; 80, too, eixiess, housemaid ; both together, 
eixsrsia, domestics. The fact that these words are used in the classics also of 
the members of the family themselves (as Xen. Anab. iv. 6. 85, vi. 1), is here 
irrelevant ; but see Wesseling, ad Herod. p. 621. 
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divine judgment figuratively set forth by the standing (Soph. 
Trach. 84, and see Ellendt, Lex. Soph. IT. p. 568); but the 
second explanation is to be preferred, partly because the un- 
warranted «plvey denied to the more free the possession of 
a right Christian frame of life, partly because of the following 
Suvarel yap «.7... For to make to stand in the judgment, 2.e. 
without figure, to acquit and pronounce righteous, is not the 
work of divine power, but of grace. But according to His power 
(against Reiche’s objection to this, see Eph. iii. 20) God effects 
an inner strengthening, so that the Christian stands in that 
which is good, and even he who thinks more freely does not 
succumb to the dangers to which the nature of his Christian 
faith and life is exposed by the very fact of his freer principles, 
but perseveres in the true Christian state. For this Paul 
looks to God’s power, and promises it. When Tholuck, on the 
ground of the reading 6 xvpws, finds the thought, that the 
Judge will even find out sufficient reasons for exculpation, this 
is a pure importation into the text. — duvaret] See on 2 Cor. 
xiii. 3. Comp. Clem. Hom. i. 6. 

Ver. 5. Second point of difference, as is evident from the 
contents themselves, and in particular from the general lay- 
ing out of the representation, which is quite similar in form 
to ver. 2. Hence we are not here to find, with Hofmann 
(who defends the reading S5 yey ydp), merely the first member 
of a chain of thought which is intended to make good the cor- 
rectness of the proposition duvate? ydp «.7.r.,-—so that Paul 
does not pass over to another controverted point. The fact 
that he does not thereupon enter at length on the question 
of days, but returns immediately in ver. 6 to the question 
of food, indicates that the latter formed in the church the 
controversy most prominent and threatening in an ascetic 


' Not, according to the mediate turn, departing from the preceding and hence 
unwarranted, which Philippi now gives to the sense of the figurative expres- 
sion : to uphold in judgment, so far as God upholds in that which is good, which 
alone subsists in the judgment. 

2 This was in fact only an auxiliary sentence, which, as obvious in itself, 
might have been omitted. Were the reading és wiv yep correct, Paul would be 
introducing that which he has to say of the second matter of controversy, in the 
form of a confirmation of that which is just adduced respecting the jirst. 


ROM. IT. U 
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point of view.’ Moreover, what he had said on the point 
of food might so readily of itself find its application in an 
analogous manner to the question of days, that an entering 
into equal detail in regard to both points was not required. 
— Kxpiver hp. map Hu.| he sets his gudgment on day before day, 
ae. he is for preferring one day to another, so that he esteems 
one holier than another. This refers to the Jewish feast and 
fast days’ still observed by the weak in faith. The classical 
npépa tap nuépay, in the sense alternis diebus (Bernhardy, 
p. 258; Lobeck, ad Aj. 475), does not apply here (in opposi- 
tion to Fritzsche, who imports into our passage the notion 
that the people had ascetically observed, in addition to the 
Sabbath, the second and fifth days of the week). Of so sur- 
prising a (pharisaical, Luke xviil 12) selection of days there 
is no single trace in the Epistles to the Galatians (not even 
uépas, iv. 10) and Colossians, and hardly would 7 have met 
with such lenient treatment at Paul’s hands. But the Jewish 
observance of days, continued under Christianity, so naturally 
agrees with the Essenic-Jewish character of the weak in faith 
generally, that there is no sufficient ground for thinking, with 
Ewald, of the observance of Sunday (at that time not yet gene- 
rally established), and for seeing in vv. 5 and 6 only an example 
ulustrating the preceding, and not a real point of difference 
(comp. Hofmann). On xpivew tt, in the sense of to declare 
oneself for something, i.e. aliquid probare, eligere, comp. Aesch. 
Agam. 471 (xpivw 8 apOovoy ErBov), Suppl. 393 (xpive céBas 
To wpos Ocav); Plat. Rep. p. 399E; Xen. Hell. i 7. 11; 
Isocr. Paneg. 46. On srapd, in the sense of preference, Xen. 
Mem. i. 4. 14, and Kiihner in loc. ; but in Soph. .47. 475, wap’ 
jap nuépa is (in opposition to Valckenaer, Schol. II. p. 153 ff.) 
to be otherwise understood ; see Lobeck ad loc. — xplve: mracay 
npépay| not omnem diem judicat diem (Bengel, Philippi), but 
corresponding to the first half of the verse: he declares himself 
for each day, so that he would have each esteemed equally 


1 It must have been a matter of practical offence, especially at the agapae. 

* Comp. Col. ii. 16; Gal. iv. 10. Tothink merely of fast days (Mangold, 
comp. Weiss, btb!. Theol. p. 414) is an arbitrary limitation, without any ground 
in the text. 
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holy, not certain days before others. — €xactos «.T.X.] Here 
too, as in the case of an adiaphoron, no more than in ver. 2, 
an objective decision, who is or is not in the right ; but rather 
for both parties only the requisite injunction, namely, that each 
should have a complete asswrance of faith as to the nghtness of 
his conduct, without which persuasion the consciousness of the 
fulfilment of duty is lacking, and consequently the adiaphoron 
becomes sinful (vv. 20, 23). — aAnpod.] Comp. iv. 21. — ev 
7. t6i@ vot] z.e.in the moral consciousness of his own reason 
(vii. 23), therefore, independently of others’ judgment, assured 
in himself of the motives of action. 

Ver. 6. The right point of view, according to which each 
must have his own full persuasion, expressed not imperatively, 
but indicatively, as the Christian axiom in these matters, 
which conditions and regulates that wAnpogopia. —o dpovédv 
Thy npépay «.7.r.] he who directs his carefulness to the day, 
exercises this carefulness in his interest for the Lord, namely, in 
order thereby to respond to his relation of belonging to the 
Lord. Thy uép. with the article denotes textually the day 
concerned, that which comes into consideration conformably 
to the «plvew tpyépay sap’ spuépav, not the day as tt happens . 
(Hofmann). By «vpsos most understand Cod, others (as Estius, 
Riickert, Kollner, Fritzsche, Philippi) Christ. The former ap- 
pears to be correct, on account of evyap. yap Tr. Be@; but the latter 
4s correct, on account of ver. 9. The absence of the article is 
not at variance with this. See Winer, de sensu vocwm xupwos et 
o xup., Erl 1828; Gramm. p. 118 [E.T. p. 154]; Fritzsche, 
ad Mare. p. 573. — xupim éoOle] using his Christian freedom 
in regard to the use of flesh in the interest of the Lord, which 
definite ethical direction of his éc@/ew he attests by his 
evyapioteiy t@ Oe@ therein. This refers to the prayer at 
table, and, as is also the case with the subsequent evy. 7. 8., 
not to that offered after the meal (Hofmann), but to that before 
it; comp. Matt. xv. 36, xxvi 26 ; Acts xxvii. 35; 1 Cor. x. 30, 
xi 24; 1 Tim. iv. 4 The thanksgiving to God consecrating 
the partaking of food presupposes the conviction that one does 
the éo@/ew in the capacity of belonging to Christ, and conform- 
ably to this specific relation ; for anything that is opposed to 
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Christ the Christian cannot thank the Father of Christ. — 
cal o pn éoO. x.7..] The opposite of the preceding point (the 
observance of days) Paul has not added (see critical notes), 
because he has not at the beginning of ver. 6 planned his lan- 
guage antithetically; and it is only on the mention of the 
second more important point that the conception of the oppo- 
site occurs to him, and he takes it up also. To append the 
antithesis also to the first clause of the verse, was indeed 
not necessary (Philippi) ; but neither would it have been con- 
fusing (Hofmann), especially as the selecting of days and its 
opposite, as well as the eating and not-eating, were for those 
respectively concerned equally matters of conscience. — xupip 
ovx éaGier| for the Lord he refrains from the eating (of flesh), 
persuaded that this abstinence tends to serve the interest of 
Christ. — xal evyap. t@ Oew] That which was previously con- 
ceived as the reason (yap) is here conceived as the consequence 
(kai); and so he utters his thanksgiving table-prayer to God, 
‘namely, for the other, vegetable food, which forms the meal to 
be enjoyed by him. He is enabled to do so by the conviction 
that his ov« éo@iew has its holy ethical reference to the Lord. 

Vv. 7-9. Proof for the threefold xupig, ver. 6, and that 
generally from the whole suljective direction of the life of 
Christians towards Christ. Paul does not mean the objective 
dependence on Christ (Riickert, Reiche, Ernesti, Urspr. d. 
Sinde, IT. p. 19), because it would not prove what was said 
in ver. 6, but would only establish the obligation thereto. — 
éauvt@ C7] so that he believes that his life belongs to himself, 
that he lives for his own interest and aims. 2 Cor. v. 15. 
Comp. the passages in Wetstein and Fritzsche. The dative is 
thus to be taken in the ethically telic sense, and so, too, in 
éavt@® amobvnoxec; for also the dying of the Christian—in 
so ideal a manner is Paul conscious of the moral power and 
consecration of fellowship of life with Christ—is a moral act 
(Bengel: “eadem ars moriendi, quae vivendi”) in the relation 
of belonging to Christ, in which the Christian at death feels 
and knows that he has stood with his life, and is now also to 
stand in his dying. Such is the conscious éy xupiw azro- 
O@ynoxev, Rev. xiv. 13. Comp. Phil. i. 20; Rom. viii. 38. — 


* OE a er Paes) eee, phe. eee eee Ce ee Cr | 
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Ver. 8 contains the positive counterpart, proving the negative 
contents of ver. 7, and is likewise to be understood as a sub- 
jective relation. —- On ré yap... 7é, for as well . . . as also, see 
Hartung, Partikell. I. pp. 88,115; Baeumlein, Part. p. 219. 
— od xupiou éopev| the Lord's property are we. This now 
derives the sum of the entire specifically Christian conscious- 
ness from its previously adduced factors.—In the threefold 
emphatic T@ xupim (rod xuplov) observe the “divina Christi 
majestas et potestas” (Bengel), to which the Christian knows 
himself to be completely surrendered. 

Ver. 9. Objective historical relation, on which this subjec- 
tive attitude towards-Christ, ver. 8 (day te ovy x«.7.A.), is 
founded. — €&nce] became alive, to be understood of the resur- 
rection life. Comp. Rev. ii. 8, xx. 4,5; Rom. v. 10; 2 Cor. 
iv. 10. The aorist denotes the setting in of the state ; Kiihner, 
ad Xen. Mem. i. 1.18. Wrongly Olshausen (so also Schrader) 
thinks that the earthly life of Jesus is meant, so that there occurs 
a hysteron proteron; in which view he overlooks, first, that the 
mutual reference of the two elements in protasis and apodosis 
is only formal,’ and secondly, that it was not Jesus’ life and 
death, but rather His death and life (resurrection), which led to 
His attainment of the heavenly xvpsorns. Comp. viii. 34, vi. 
9,10; Phil it 8, 9; Luke xxiv. 26; Matt. xxviii 18.— 
iva] destination in the divine counsel. This aimed, in the 
death and resurrection of Christ, at the establishment of His 
munus regium, and that over the dead (in Scheol, Phil. ii, 10) 
and living; hence Christians are conscious of belonging to 
Him in living and dying (ver. 8). Unsuitably to é€ncey, 
since the raising up of the Lord is certainly, in the apostle’s 
view, the work of God (i. 4, iv. 24, vi. 4, vili. 11, and many 


1 Paul, namely, does not say: Christ died, in order that He might be Lord 
over the dead, and lived, in order that He might be Lord over the Gving; but 
He died and became alive (both together had the end in view), in order that He 
might rule over dead and living (both together). Fritzsche also, although rightly 
understanding i%nes of the resurrection life, urges the mutual reference of évridays 
and vsxper, and of i%mes and Zerrwy: By the death of Jesus, God desired to make 
known that He was Lord over the dead, and by the new Ufe of Christ, that He 
was Lord over the ving. But this merely declarative view is quite arbitrary ; 
moreover, the Ja in #2¢s would be quite another than the Ja of the Zsérray. 
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other passages), Hofmann sees in iva Christ's own purpose 
expressed. 

Ver. 10. 3d 8é] discloses the contrast to the xupwrns of 
Jesus. — The first ov addresses the weaker, the second the 
freer Christian, as is clear from ver. 3.—rydp] justifies the 
censure of presumption which lies in the preceding questions : 
for ali, etc., and therefore in both cases thou as well as he. — 
wapaotna., we shall stand before; “stare solent, quorum causa 
tractatur,” Grotius; Acts xxvi. 6; Matt. xxv. 33.— 7 ¢ Any. 7. 
@eod (see critical notes): for God will cause the judgment to 
be held (John v. 22) by Christ (ii 16; Acts x. 42, xvii 31). 
So the judgment-seat upon which Christ will sit (2 Cor. v. 10; 
Polycarp, ad Phil. 6; Matt. xxv. 31) is God’s.— Note how 
decisive is the testimony of such passages against any limita- 
tion of the universality of the final judgment.' 

Ver. 11. Scripture proof for the wavres wapactnoopucba 
«.t.r., ver. 10. The point of its bearing on the matter lies in 
the universality, as is clear from the reference of mraéy and 7raca, 
ver. 11, to wavres above, ver. 10. Thus the proposition of 
ver. 10, wayres yap «.7.r.—although in and by itself it required 
no scriptural proof—receives, nevertheless, a hallowed confir- 
mation, which makes the injustice of the previously censured 
judging and despising the more apparent, because it encroaches 
on the universal final judgment of God.—The citation is Isa. 
xlv. 23, quoted very freely with deviations, partly of memory, 
partly intentional, from the LXX., and abbreviated. In Isaiah, 
God certifies upon His oath that all men (including the Gen- 
tiles) shall render to Him adoring homage. This divine 
utterance—Messianic, because promising the universal triumph 
of the theocracy—is here taken by Paul in the light of that 
highest jinal historical fulfilment which will take place at the 
judgment of the world. — {@ éyw] Instead of Kar’ euavrod 
ouviw, as the LXX. following the Hebrew have it, Paul uses, 
by a variation of memory, a frequently-occurring verbal for- 
mula of the divine oath: 38 ‘0 (Num. xiv. 21, 28; Deut. 
xxxii 40, e al.; Dan. xii. 7; Ruth iii. 13; Judith ii, 12).— 

1 This applies also in opposition to Gerlach, d. letzten Dinge, p. 108 ff. Comp. 
i. 6, 16, iii. 6; 2 Cor. v. 10; Gal. vi. 7 ff. ; Acts xvii. 31. 
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Aéyes xvpios] is added by Paul according to the elsewheré 
familiar O. T. formula. Comp. xii. 19.— 6re] that, because in 
t@ éyo is involved the assurance on oath, that, etc. Comp. 
2 Chron. xviii 13; 1 Sam. xiv. 44; Judith xi 7 and 
Fritzsche in loc. — éuoi] to me, as the Judge (so in the sense 
of the apostle), for homage and submission. — é£oporoy. r. Geo] 
departing from the LXX., which, following the Hebrew, has 
Guetta maca yr. Tov Beov, for the reading of Cod. A of the 
LXX. (also 8 on the margin), éEopodoyjoeras instead of dpetras, 
was probably—seeing that the Septuagint has very frequently 
undergone similar alterations of the text from N. T. citations— 
first introduced from our passage, and not a reading which Paul 
found in his copy of the LXX. (Fritzsche), as is too rashly 
inferred from Phil. ii. 11. The variation itself is—as was 
allowed by the freedom in the handling of Messianic proof- 
passages—inientional, because Paul required, instead of the 
oath of God, a more general conception, which, however, lies 
at the basis of that special conception ; for the swearing is the 
actual acknowledgment and glorification of God as the Judge. 
The correct explanation is: and every tongue shall praise God 
(as the Judge), and therewith submit to His judicial authority 
—parallel in sense to éwol xdprpes av yoru. éEoporoyeicOar 
with the dative always denotes to praise (xv. 9; Matt. xi. 25 ; 
Luke x. 21; frequently in the LXX. and Apocrypha, see Biel 
and Schleusner, sv.): it only denotes to confess, as in later 
Greek, with the accusative of the object, Matt. iii 6: Jas. v. 
16; Tob. xi 22. Hence the explanation of Er. Schmid, 
Reiche, Kollner, following Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophy- 
lact, is erroneous: to confcss sins, which would only then be 
admissible if the parallelism obviously suggested the supply- 
ing of tas dpaprias.— With the reading 7@ Anuar rod 
Apiarov, ver. 10, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret, Oecu- 
menius, Luther, Calvin, and many others, including Philippi, 
have found in 7@ Oem a proof for the divinity of Christ. 
There would rather be implied the idea, that it is God, whose 
judgment Christ is entrusted by the Father to hold; and this 
thought is contained also in the reading 7. 8. 7. @eou, ver. 10. 

Ver. 12. What follows from the preceding (from zrayres 
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yap ... onward). — The emphasis is neither on sept éavrod (so 
usually) nor on T@ Oe@ (Philippi), but on the ékacros for that 
purpose prefixed, which corresponds to the emphatic sdytes, 
may, vaca, vv. 10, 11; hence it alone bears the stress, not 
sharing it with aep) éavr. and r@ @ed (Hofmann). Lach of 
us, none excepted, will respecting himself, etc. How at vari- 
ance with this, therefore, to judge or to despise, as though one 
were not included in the subjection to this our wniversal 
destiny of having to give a personal account to God ! — dwaec] 
purely future in sense, like the preceding futures, 

Vv. 13-23. Christians ought not, therefore, mutually to con- 
demn one another, but rather to have the principle of giving no 
offence, ver. 13. Further elucidation of this principle, and 
exhortations to compliance with 2. 

Ver. 13. Mnxéri (no more, as hitherto) dAAnAous xplywpev 
is deduced (ovv) from Exactos Nudv «.7.r.; but xplvwuev here 
refers, a8 GAA7A. shows, to both parties. — xpivare] antana- 
clasis: the same word, in order to make the contrast striking 
(for to the xplvey which is against one’s duty that which is in 
accordance with duty is opposed), is repeated, but with the 
modification of reference and of sense, that it addresses the 
freer Christians (for it was they who gave the offence), and 
means in general: let this be your judgment, your moral maxim 
in this point. On the infinitive with the article after a pre- 
paratory demonstrative, comp. 2 Cor. i. 1; Xen. de Rep. Lac. 
9. 1, and see Haase zn loc. ; Breitenbach, ad Xen. Occ. 14. 10. 
— mpocKoppa and cxdvdarov: both quite synonymous in the 
metaphorical sense: moral stumbling-block, an occasion for act- 
ing contrary to conscience. But rvOévas refers to the original 
proper sense of the two words. Comp. on ix. 32, 33, xi. 9; 
LXX. Lev. xix. 14; Judith v. 1. The twofold designation 
is an earnest and exhaustive expression of the idea; hence to 
attempt a real distinction between the synonyms, which differ 
only figuratively (stone... trap), is arbitrary. 

Ver. 14. Discussion of the preceding injunction, giving 
information regarding it. Paul grants, namely, in principle, 
that the freer brethren are sight, but immediately adds an 
exception which arises in practice, and, in assigning the reason 
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for this addition, declares (ver. 15) the not attending to the 
exception a proof of want of love. — «al wémewpas ev xvp.’I.] 
More precise definition of the preceding olda.— éy xup.] ie. 
in my fellowship with the Lord ; ovx apa avOpwirivns Svavoias 
4) Wijhos, Chrysostom. — xowdy] corresponding to the Bé8nrov 
of the Greeks: profane, axd@aprov (Chrysostom), Acts x. 14, 
28, xi 8; Heb. x. 29. Thus the eating of flesh was held to 
be unholy and unclean, and therefore a thing at variance with 
the holiness of a Christian’s position. Comp. Ezek. xlii. 20 ; 
1 Mace. i. 47, 62. — 8 adrod] Since the reflexive abrod (with 
the rough breathing) is generally doubtful in the N. T. (comp. 
Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 97 f.), and here the personal avrod 
(with the soft breathing) is quite sufficient and appropriate 
in sense, the latter is to be preferred (Bengel, Matthaei, 
Lachmann, Tischendorf, 7, Hofmann); not, however, to be 
referred to Christ (Theodoret, Bisping, Jatho, and others), but 
to be explained: through <self, i.e. through its nature. In 8 
avrov is thus implied the objectively existing uncleanness, in 
contrast (see below) to that which subjectively accrues per 
accidens. On account of the laws relating to food of the 
O. T., Olshausen thinks that the thought of the apostle is 
intended to affirm that “through Christ and His sanctifying 
influence the creation has again become pure and holy.” This 
arbitrary importation of a meaning (followed by Bisping) is 
overthrown by the very circumstance that the abstinence of 
the Roman ascetics was by no means founded on the law— 
which did not in fact forbid the wse of flesh generally—but was 
of a supra-legal Essenic character. Moreover, Paul was clear 
and certain, so far as concerns the O. T. laws of food, that 
they had outlived the time of obligatoriness appointed for 
them by God, and were abolished by God Himself, inasmuch 
as in Christ the end of the law had come, and the temporary 
divine institute had given place to the eternal one of the 
gospel as its fulfilment, Matt. v.17. Comp. on x. 4; Col. ii 
16 ff; also on Acts x. 15, 16.— et yy] not equivalent to 
adAd, but nisi, which, without taking $/ adrod also into 
account, applies merely to ovdev xosvoyv. Comp. on Matt. xii 
4; Gal ii 16. — éxeivp xowvov] éx. with emphasis, as in 2 Cor. 
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x. 18, Mark vu. 15, 20, and very frequently in John. The 
uncleanness is in such a case subjective, coming into existence 
and subsisting actually for the individual through the fettered 
condition of his own conscience. 

Ver. 15. I'dp] According to this reading critically beyond 
doubt (see the critical notes),—which, however, Philippi, on 
account of the sense, regards as “absolutely untenable,’—the 
apostle specifies the reason, why he has expressly added the 
exception ef uy TO Noy. «x... The ydp belonging to the 
principal sentence is, according to a very prevalent usage (see 
Baeumlein, Partik. p. 85), taken into the prefixed accessory 
sentence, so that the argumentative thought is: “not without 
good moral ground do I say: ef 2)... . xowov; for it indicates 
a want of love, if the stronger one has not regard to this rela- 
tion towatds the weaker.” — 5:a Bpapa] on account of food, i.e. 
because of a kind of food, which he holds to be unclean and 
sees thee eat. — Avzetras] not: 7s injwred, which would con- 
sist in the amredAveGOaz (Philippi, contrary to N. T. usage), but 
of moral affliction, t.e. vexation of conscience, which is occa- 
sioned by the giving of a oxdydador (ver. 13). Analogous 
is Eph. iv. 30. To understand it of the making reproaches on 
account of narrow-mindedness (Grotius, Rosenmiiller, Ewald), is 
gratuitously to import the substance of the thought, and does 
not correspond to the connection (vv. 13, 14, 20, 21).— 
ovxérs Kata dydr. Tepiratels| tc. in that case thou hast ceased 
to bear thyself conformably to love. This is the actual state of 
things which subsists, when what is expressed in the protasis 
occurs; the Avzretraz, namely, is conceived as the fault of the 
subject addressed. On ei... ouxére, comp. vii. 20, xi. 6; Gal. 
ii, 18. To take the apodosis interrogatively (Hofmann), is— 
considering the definite character, quite in keeping with the 
context, of the Avireizac which is occasioned by the offence 
given—quite unwarranted, and does not suit the words. — 

1 Note that the presents Avwsiras and wsprarsis coincide in time, as indeed the 
two regarded practically coincide in reality. For that, which causes to the weak 
one distress of conscience 3:2 Bsime, is simply the unsparing conduct of the 
strong one no longer under the guidance of love. 


2 According to Hofmann, cixir: x.¢.a. is designed simply to submit to the per- 
son addressed the question whether he really allows himself to be induced— 
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The dzroAdve is the possible result of the Avmetras: destroy 
him not, bring him not into destruction, namely, through his 
being seduced by thy example to disregard his conscience, and 
to fall out of the moral element of the life of faith into the sin- 
ful element of variance with conscience. That we are to explain 
it of the eternal dw)ea, is clear from tarep ob X. arébave ; 
for in order to redemption from this Christ offered up His life 
—therefore thou oughtest not to thrust back into awe thy 
(so dearly bought) brother through the loveless exercise of 
thy free principles. Comp. 1 Cor. viii. 11, 12. “Ne pluris 
feceris tuum cibum, quam Christus vitam suam,” Bengel. 
Ver. 16. M7 BracdnpeicOw] namely (comp. 2 Thess. ii. 3 ; 
1 Tim. iv. 12), through your fault.—tpev 7d ayabov] your 
good kar’ é£oyny, 2. % Bacthela tod Qeov, ver. 17. So also 
Ewald and Umbreit. It is the sum of the péAdovta dryada, 
Heb. ix. 11, x. 1. How easily it might come to pass that a 
schism, kept up by means of condemnation and contempt, 
on account of eating and drinking, might draw down on that 
jewel of Christians—the object of their whole endeavour, 
hope, and boast—calumnious judgments at the hands of unbe- 
lievers, as if maxims respecting eating and drinking formed 
that on which the Christian was dependent for attaining the 
blessing of the kingdom! In opposition to the context in ver. 
17, following the Fathers (in Suicer, Zhes. I. p. 14), de Wette 
holds that faith is meant;' Luther, Calovius, and others, 
including Philippi: the gospel ; Origen, Pelagius, Beza, Calvin, 
Grotius, Bengel, and many others, including Flatt, Borger, 
Fritzsche, Tholuck, Nielsen, Baumgarten-Crusius, Reithmayr, 
Maier, Bisping, with irrelevant appeal to 1 Cor. x. 30: Chris- 
tian freedom ; van Hengel generally: quod in vobis Romanis 
through the weakness of his fellow-Christian in falling into concern on account of 
a particular food—to alter his conduct so as to behave with a want of love. In 
that case, the apostle must at least have expressed himself by the future wsp- 
waenous (wilt thou then no longer behave in conformity with love?), or by sass 
wipwersiv, or, most clearly, because implying a negative answer: “7 ebsics x. 
ay. wipwarnens (thou wilt not thus cease, etc. ?); comp. x. 18; 1 Cor. ix. 4. 
1 Among the Fathers, Chrysostom’s view is very vacillating and indefinite : 4 et» 
Tier Oneir, A chy widdcucay iAgida civ indbrwy, F chy danpriepirny sociBuar pd 


Xp nanws ciAsiienci cov, pndi weiss cadeny PAachnusiobas, Theodoret explains 
definitely of faith; so also Photius. 
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bonum est ; better Hofmann : that which, as their essential good, 
gives Christians the advantage over non-Christians,—a view, 
however, which leaves the precise definition of the notion 
unsettled. With duar, Paul, after having previously addressed 
a, single party in the singular, turns to all ; hence we are not, 
with Fritzsche, to think in vp. of the strong believers only 
(and in BAacd. of the weak believers). Note, further, the 
emphasis of the prefixed vuwy (comp. Phil. ii. 20): the 
possession belonging to you, to you Christians, which you must 
therefore all the more guard against slander from without. 
Ver. 17. Motive for complying with the 7) Bracdnm. «7X, 
with reference to the contents of the possible slander. — 
9 Baotr. 7. Geod] is not anywhere (comp. on Matt. iii. 2, vi 
10; 1 Cor. iv. 20; Col. i. 13), and so is not here, anything 
else than the Messiah's kingdom, the erection of which begins 
with the Parousia, belonging not to the aimy otros, but to the 
aiwy pédAXwy (1 Cor. vi. 9, 10, xv. 24,50; Gal. v. 21; Eph. 
v. 5; Col. iv. 11; 1 Thess. ii, 12; 2 Thess, i. 5); not there- 
fore the (invisible) church, the regnum gratiae, or the earthly 
ethical kingdom of God (Reiche, de Wette, Philippi, Lipsius, 
following older expositors), res christiana (Baumgarten-Crusius), 
and the like. “The Messianic kingdom is not eating and 
drinking ;” a¢., the essential characteristic of this kingdom does 
not consist in the principle that a man, in order to become a 
member of it, should eat and drink this or that or everything 
without distinction, but in the principle that one should be 
upright, etc. Less accurate, and, although not missing the 
approximate sense, readily liable to be misunderstood (see 
Calovius), 1s the view of the Greek Fathers, Grotius, and 
many others: the kingdom of God is not obtained through, 
etc. Comp. on John xvii. 3.— Spaous, cating, 26. actus 
edendi, different from Spwpya, food, ver. 15 (comp. Tittmann, 
Synon. p. 159), which distinction Paul always observes (in 
Opposition to Fritzsche); see on Col. ii. 16. — dcxascoovvn x. 
eipnvn] can, according to the entire context (comp. esp. ver. 
15), and specially according to ver. 18 (SovAcvmy re X.) and 
ver. 19 (ra rijs etpnvns), be taken only in the moral sense, and 
1 utr chy dvtocacsy, Theodore of Mopsuestia. 
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therefore as ethical uprightness and peace (concord) with the 
brethren ; not in the dogmatic sense: righteousness and peace 
(of reconciliation) with God (Calvin, Calovius, and many others, 
including Riickert, Tholuck, and Philippi; de Wette blends 
the two meanings). But that these virtues presuppose faith 
in Christ as the soil from which they sprang, and as the 
fundamental principium essend: of the kingdom, is self-evident 
from the whole connection. — yapa év mvevp. ay.) forms one 
phrase. Comp. 1 Thess.1. 6. It is the holy joyfulness, the 
morally glad frame of heart which has its causal basis and sub- 
sistence in the Holy Spirit, who rules in the Christian; comp. 
Gal. v. 22, also Phil iv. 4. It is present even in tribulation, 
2 Cor. vi. 10, and does not yield to death, Phil ii. 17. The 
transitive explanation of the joy which the Christian diffuses 
over others (Grotius, Koppe, Reiche, and others) is supported 
neither by the simple word nor by N. T. usage elsewhere. 
Ver. 18. Not an explanation, why he hus mentioned by name 
these three particulars, as those in which the kingdom consists 
(Hofmann), but a confirmation of the contents of ver. 17; and 
how greatly must this confirmation have conduced to the re- 
commendation and support of the precept uy Bracdnp. x.7.r. 
of ver. 16 as established by ver. 17 !— é&y rovrows] (see the 
critical notes) refers to the just mentioned three great moral 
elements. He who in these (not therefore possibly in Bpaccs 
and zrogvs, and the like unspiritual things) serves Christ, etc. 
On év with Sovrcvew, denoting its moral life-sphere, comp. 
vii. 6.— evdpeot. 7. Ged] “ testimonium, quod expresse ad- 
firmat bona opera renatorum placere Deo,’ Melanchthon. — 
Soxuuos trois avOp.] approved’ by men; such is the relation 
according to its moral nature,—a fact not annulled by abnor- 
mal manifestations, in which misapprehension, perversion of 
the moral judgment, and the like are at work. “ Paulus hic 
de sincero judicio loquitur,” Calvin. 
Ver. 19. Exhortation, inferred from the doctrinal proposi- 
tion, ver. 17; not a question (Buttmann). — 7a rijs eip.] what 
' So 3éxiues in all N. T. passages (not: worthy, esteemed, and the like); see 


Buttmann, in the Stud. u. Krit. 1860, p. 868, who however prefers the reading 
Sexiness in BG* 77 (a copyist’s error). 
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belongs to peace, composes the substance of peace, not different 
in matter of fact from tip efpyyvnv. See Bernhardy, p. 325 f.; 
Kiihner, II. 1, p. 230. — ris ofxodop%js] figurative designation 
of perfecting (here active) in the Christian life. Comp. 2 Cor. 
x. 8, xiii, 10; 1 Cor. xiv. 4 According to the context in 
each case, the individual, as here, or the church, or the whole 
Christian body, is a building of God (of which Christ is the 
foundation, 1 Cor. ii 11; Eph. ii, 20, 21), on which the 
work of building is to proceed until the Parousia.—eis ddAnd. } 
oixodopecte ets Tov éva, 1 Thess. v. 11. 

Ver. 20. Prohibition of the opposite of ra ris oixodopis 
THs eis GANHA, — xarddve] pull down. Comp. 2 Cor. v. 1; 
Gal. ii, 18; Matt. xxvi. 61.—10 Epyov rod Oecd] here, 
according to the context, the building of God, by which, how- 
ever, is represented not what is mentioned in ver. 17 (the 
Sixacocvvn «.7.X., 80 Fritzsche, Baumgarten-Crusius) ; nor yet 
the faith of one’s fellow-Christian (Theodoret, Reiche), or his 
eternal salvation (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact) ; nor 
all blessings vouchsafed through Christ (Kollner, comp. Borger) ; 
but, according to ver. 15, the Christian as such, in so far as his 
Christian life, his Christvan personality, is God’s work (viii 
29, 30; 2 Cor. v. 17; Eph ii 10). Aptly Estius says: 
“fratrem, quem Deus fecit fidelem.” Accordingly, what was 
expressed in ver. 15 by x) éxeivoy amoddve, trép ob X. 
amé@ave, is here expressed by pu) xatddve TO Epyov +. Geod; 
but it is differently conceived and presented, in such a way 
that the brother is thought of there in his relation of redemp- 
tion to Christ, here in his relation of spiritual origin to God. 
The importance of the latter conception is nightly pointed out 
by Calovius: “non levis est culpa, sed horribilis Oeopayéa, 
opus Dei destruere.”—mdyta pev xabapa x.7.r.| the same 
thought as in ver. 14, repeated in order to enter further into 
the yn Everev Bpwparos. “ All (all food) indeed is clean (not 
immoral to enjoy in and by itself), but c¢ 1s sinful for the man 
who eats amidst offence,’ who nevertheless uses a food, although 
he experiences moral offence in the using it—so that he thus 
against his conscience imitates the freer Christian. Comp. 
1 Cor. viii 9,10. This reference of the ethical dative to 
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avOpatr@ 7@ Sua mpock. éc8. to the weak in faith (Chrysostom, 
Luther, Beza, Carpzov, Semler, and others, including Riickert, 
Kollner, Philippi, Tholuck, Hofmann) is confirmed by the 
parallel in vv. 13, 14, and admirably suits the connection, in- 
asmuch as adAd «.7.r. unfolds the way and manner in which 
évexev Bpwmparos destruction may befall the work of God. Hence 
we must reject the explanation (Pelagius, Grotius, Bengel, 
and others, including Reiche, de Wette, Nielsen, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, Fritzsche, Reithmayr, Krehl, Umbreit, van Hengel) 
of the strong in faith, who acts wrongly in eating under offence 
given, ze. although to the offence of the weak. For in that 
case we should have here no reference at all relevant to the 
xatadvows of the épyov r. Geod, but only the vague remark 
that it is wrong to eat to the offence of others. — a@\Ad] after 
pév; see Vigerus, ed. Herm. p. 536; Hartung, Partikell. IL. 
p. 403 £; Baeumlein, p. 1770. — xaxov] not hurtful (Rickert), 
nor yet bad in the sense of what 7s not good for him (Hofmann), 
but sinful, the ethical contrast of xafapd. The subject (it) is 
to be understood of itself from what precedes, namely 7d 
xaQapov, the pure in itself. Others supply way (Reiche), ro 
Bpapa (Grotius), rd éoOlew (Riickert), 7d mdvra dayeiv 
(Fritzsche, Philippi). Hofmann also renders incorrectly, as 
though it ran, caxdv TH avOp@re@ Tb Sid mpocKopparos écbiew. 
— 6d] as in ii. 27. 

Ver. 21. Maxim for the strong in faith, which results from 
the preceding GAAa Kaxop «.7.r.: “ It ts excellent, morally right 
and good, to eat no flesh, and to drink no wine, and (generally) 
to do nothing whereby thy brother takes offence,’ etc. Comp. 
1 Cor. viii. 13. On 7, as joined to the infinitive with the 
article, see Baeumlein, p. 296. The article belongs only to 
um} pay. xp. With the second pmdé, the general wovety is 
simply to be supplied’ (Winer, p. 542 [E. T. p. 729]; Butt- 
mann, p. 336), and é @ also refers back to the eating of flesh 
and drinking of wine. Riickert and Kéllner (following Luther, 


* The zeugmatic breviloquence, which leaves the reader to supply, after special 
notions (such as ¢aysi and «sis here), a more general word, is found also from 
Homer onward among the Greek writers (see Nigelsbach, z Ilias, p. 179, ed. 8). 
Comp. generally, Kriiger, § 62. 3. 
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Grotius, Flatt) are mistaken in holding that xadov is to be 
taken comparatively, and that the comparison lies in & 
«.T.».; in which case we should have very arbitrarily to assume 
that the apostle, instead of following it up with an # «.7.2. 
(see on Matt. xviii. 8), had been led away from the construc- 
tion. According to Hofmann, we should read pndé &. But 
this would in fact denote, not, as Hofmann thinks, nor yet 
anything at all, but neque unum, or ne unum quidem (see on 
1 Cor. vi. 5; John i. 3), which would be unsuitable here. 
Quite unfounded withal is the objection against the reading 
év @, that mpooxorrew with év is not elsewhere found; for 
mpooxorre. is to be taken by itself (absolutely), and &y @ 
means whereby, as év is also to be understood in Ecclus. xxx. 
13; see Fritzsche on Ecclus. p.167. On the absolute apoc- 
xomr. comp. Ecclus. xxxiv. 17, xiii. 23, also John xi. 9, 10. 
—The following threefold designation of the same thing, 
namely, of the giving occasion for conduct opposed to con- 
science (comp. ver. 13), is explained by the wrgency of the sor- 
rowful thought. —dao@evet] not : becomes weak, but, as it always 
denotes: is weak, z.¢. morally powerless to withstand tempta- 
tion and to follow his moral conviction,—not different in sub- 
stance from the two preceding figurative designations already 
employed in ver. 13.—Further, that in ver. 21 not a merely 
problematic extension of abstinence is expressed, as those sup- 
pose who hold the abstinence on the part of the weak not to 
refer to all flesh, and to refer to wine either not at all, or only 
to the wine of libation (see introd. to the chapter, and on 
ver. 2), is evident from ver. 2, where abstinence from all flesh 
is expressed ; and hence here, alongside of the yu) ¢ayeiy xpéa, 
the nde areety olvoy admits of no other conclusion than that 
the weak in faith drank no wine, but held the use of it like- 
wise (see ver. 14) to be defiling. 

Vv. 22, 23. 20 wiorw Ses] may be viewed either con- 
cessively (Luther, Beza, and many others, including Scholz, 
Tischendorf, Fritzsche, Tholuck, Hofmann) or interrogatively 
(Calvin, Grotius, Calovius, and most moderns). Comp. on 
xiii 3. The latter (already in Oecumenius, and probably also 
Chrysostom) corresponds better to the increasing animation of 


po 
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the discourse. Paul hears, as it were, how the strong in faith 
opposes him with an éy® wiorw éyw, and he replies thereto: 
Thou hast faith? Thou partakest of the confidence of faith 
grounded on Christ, respecting the allowableness of the eating 
and drinking (vv. 2,21), which is here in question ?—Have it 
for thyself (apxeitw cov ro cuvetdos, Chrysostom) before God, so 
that God is the witness of thy faith, and thou dost not make a 
parade of it before men to the offence of the weak. “ Funda- 
mentum verae prudentiae et dissimulationis,’ Bengel. — éye] 
not: thou mayest have cz (Reiche), which deprives the ¢mpe- 
rative expression of its force. —sxata oceavrov] for thyself 
alone ; see Kihner, II. 1, p. 414. Comp. Heliodorus, vii. 16: 
Kata cavtov éxe kal pndevi ppate, also the classical avrés eye, 
keep it for thyself. — paxdpios .. . xataxéxpuras forms a two- 
fold consideration, which must influence the strong one not to 
abuse his strong faith to the prejudice of the weaker; namely, 
(1) he has in truth on his side the high advantage, which is 
expressed by paxdpwos . . . Soxiuafer; on the other hand, (2) 
the danger is great for the weak one, if he through the ex- 
ample of the strong one is tempted to a partaking contrary to 
his conscience (0 5é Scaxpuvopevos x.7..). How shouldest thou 
not content thyself with that privilege, and spare this peril to 
the weak! On the formal mutual relation of xpiv., Svaxpip., 
and xataxpiv., comp. 1 Cor. xi. 31, 32, where, however, the 
definition of the sense is not as here. — paxdpios| for the 
Messianic blessedness, which has been acquired for him through 
Christ, does not become lost to him through conscientious 
doubts in the determining of his action. — xpivwy] not equiva- 
lent to xataxpivwv, as, since Chrysostom, most interpreters 
think ; against which the climax xpivwr, Staxpwopevos, xata- 
xéxpttae is decisive. It means: he who does not hold judgment 
upon himself, 2.c. he who is so certain of his conviction, that his 
decision for this or that course is liable to no self-judgment ; he 
does not institute any such judgment, as the anxious and un- 
certain one does. — év & doxipalet] in that which he approves, 
ae. “agendum eligit” (Estius). Luther aptly renders: in that 
which he accepts. Comp. 2 Macc. iv. 3; Dem. 1381.6; Plato, 
Legg. p. 579 C; Diod. Sic. iv. 7.— Ver. 23: But he who 
ROM. IL x 
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wavers (Staxpiy., gui dubius haeret., see on iv. 20), as to whether, 
namely, the eating is really allowed or not, zs, tf he shall have 
eaten, condemned, eo ipso (comp. on xiii. 8; John ii, 18) liable 
to the divine penal judgment, the opposite of paxdpws; comp. 
G@rodAve, ver. 15. The matter is apprehended from the point 
of view of morally ideal strictness. Actual self-condemna- 
tion (Chrysostom, Theodoret, Grotius, and others, including 
Hofmann) would have required a more precise designation. 
— Gre ovx &x mlotews| sc. Epaye. — wav Sé x.7.r.] may be 
still connected with 6r:: because he ate not from faith, but all, 
that comes not from faith, is sin. If it is taken independently, 
however, the sense is more emphatic. In the conclusion, 
which proves the xaraxéxpirat, wav 8... dpapt. éoriy is the 
major, and ovx é« wlorems sc. épaye the minor premiss.—2lores 
is here also none other than faith according to its moral 
quality (“ conscientiam informans et confirmans,” Bengel), <e. 
faith in Christ, so far as it brings with it the moral confidence 
as to what in general, and under given circumstances, is the 
right Christian mode of action. Respecting the conduct of the 
Christian, Paul lays down the axiom which regulates it gene- 
rally, and more especially in adiaphora, that all which does 
not proceed from that confidence of faith as the moral spring 
of action is sin; to express a moral fundamental law beyond 
the Christian sphere of life, is foreign to his intention. 
Hence it was.an alien proceeding to draw from the present 
expression, indirectly or directly,—in disregard of the natural 
law of conscience (ii, 14, 15),—the inference that the 
works and even the virtues of unbelievers were all of them 
sins (Augustine, c. Julian. iv. 3, e al.; Luther; Form. Cone. 
p. 700; Calovius, and others). Very correctly Chrysostom : 
Tatra 5é mdvra wept THs Mpoxerpévns brobécews cipntas TP 
ITavr, ov wept wavtov. But against the abuse of this pas- 
sage, as though it made all accountability dependent only on 
subjective moral conviction,» see Jul Miiller, von d. Stinde, 
I. p. 285, ed. 5; comp. also Delitzsch, Psychol. L p. 139. 


1 In this view, the objective will of God would cease to be the standard of 
accountability. The bloody deed of Sand, ¢.g., would have been exempted from 
responsibility. 
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CHAPTER XV: 


Various writers formerly, from the days of Semler,* disputed, 
not that Paul was the author of chap. xv. and xvi. (as to the 
doxology, xvi. 25-27, see, however, the critical notes on chap. 
Xvi), but that chap. xv. and xvi. along with chap. i—xiv. com- 
pose one epistle. Semler himself thought that Paul had given 
to the bearers of the letter—of which Phoebe was not the 
bearer—a list, which they might exhibit, of the teachers whom 
they were to visit on their journey by way of Cenchreae (where 
Phoebe dwelt) and Ephesus (where Aquila dwelt), and to whom 
they were to hand a copy of the letter. This list was in his 
view chap. xvi, of which, however, vv. 25-27 had their original 
place after xiv. 23 (which also Paulus, Griesbach, Flatt, Eich- 
horn assumed) ; and chap. xv. was an open letter to those same 
teachers, with whom the travellers were to confer respecting 
the contents.—Paulus (de originib. ep. ad Rom., Jen. 1801, and 
in his Kommentar z. Gal. u. Rom. 1831, Introd.) held chap. xv. 
to be an appended letter for those who were enlightened, and 
chap. xvi. to have been a separate leaf for the bearer of the 
letters, with commendations to the overseers of the church and 
commissions to those whom they were particularly to greet 
from Paul. Griesbach (curae in hist. text. Gr. epp. P. p. 45, and 
in his Opuse. ed. Gabl. vol. 11. p. 63; comp. in opposition to 
him, Gabler himself in the Preface, p. xxiv.), whom in the main 
Flatt followed, saw in chap. xv. an appendix for the further dis- 
cussion of the last subject, subjoined after the conclusion of the 
letter, while chap. xvi. consisted originally of various appended 
leaflets. A similar hypothesis was constructed by Eichhorn 
(Einlert. IIT. p. 232 ff.), who, however, regarded xvi. 1-20 as not 
belonging to Rome at all, but as a letter of commendation for 
Phoebe, probably destined for Corinth, but taken along with 


*Comp. Lucht, #5. d. beiden leizt. Kap. d. Romerbriefe, eine krit. Untere., 
Berlin 1871. ; 

? Keggemann, praes. Semler de duplici ep. ad Rom. appendice, Hal. 1767, 
and afterwards in Semler’s. Paraphrase, 1769. See in opposition to him, Koppe, 
Exc. II. p. 400 ff., ed. Ammon, Flatt, and Reich:. 
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her to Rome. Among all the grownds by which these varied 
assumptions have been supported, there are none which are 
valid, not even those which appear the least to rest on arbitrary 
assumption. For the statement that Marcion did not read 
chap. xv. and xvi. amounts to this, that he, according to his 
fashion (see Hahn, d. Ev. Marcion’s, p. 50 ff.), excised them." 
See, besides, Nitzsch in the Zeitschr. f. histor. Theol. 1860, I. p. 
285 ff. Further, that Tertullian, c. Marc. v. 14, designates the 
passage xiv. 10 as to be found in clausula of the epistle, is 
sufficiently explained from the fact that he is arguing against 
Marcion and hence refers to his copy. Comp. also Ronsch, d. 
N. T. Tertullian’s, p. 350. Again, the repeated formulae of con- 
clusion before the final close of the letter (xvi. 20, 24; xv. 33 is 
merely the concluding wish of a section) are most readily and 
naturally understood from the repeated intention of the apostle 
actually to conclude; which was to be done first of all at xvi. 16, 
but was frustrated through the intrusion of the further observa- 
tion ver. 17 ff., and was deferred till ver. 20, after which, however, 
some further commissions of greeting were introduced (vv. 21— 
23), so that not until ver. 24 did the last wish of blessing—and 
now, for the complete conclusion of the whole, the ample doxo- 
logy, vv. 25-27—finish the epistle. Most plausible are the two 
difficulties felt in reference to chap. xvi.; namely, (1) that Paul 
would probably not have had so many acquaintances in Rome, 
where he had not yet been at all, as he greets in chap. xvi, espe- 
cially seeing that, in the epistles subsequently written from 
Rome, he mentions none of them ; and (2) that Aquila and Pris- 
cilla could hardly at that time have been in Rome(xvi. 3), because 
they not long before were still dwelling in Ephesus (1 Cor. xvi. 
19), and were at a later period likewise in Ephesus (2 Tim. iv. 
19). This has been regarded as the most serious difficulty by 
Ammon (Praefat. p. 24)—who held chap. xvi. to be a letter of 


1 Origen on xvi. 25: ‘*Caput hoc (viz. xvi. 25-27) Marcion, a quo scrip- 
turae evangelicae et apostolicae interpolatae sunt, de hac epistola penitus 
abstulit ; et non solum hoc, sed et ab eo loco, ubi scriptum est (xiv. 28): omne 
autem, quod non ex fide est, peccatum est, usque ad finem cuncta dissecuit,”"— 
which dissecuié cannot denote a mere mutilation (Reiche and others), but must 
be equivalent in sense to the preceding abstwit. The validity of this testimony 
cannot be overthrown by the silence of Epiphanius on this omission of Marcion, 
as a merely negative reason against it. Marcion’s stumbling-blocks, as regards 
chap. xv., were probably vv. 4 and 8 in particular. Altogether Marcion allowed 
himself to use great violences to this epistle, as he, for example, extruded x. 5- 
xi. 32 ; Tertullian, c. Mare. v.14. Comp. generally, Hilgenfeld, in the Zeitschr. 
J. hist. Theol. 1855, iii. p. 426 ff. 
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commendation written by the apostle for Phoebe to Corinth 
after the imprisonment at Rome—and recently by Dav. Schulz 
(in the Stud. wu. Krit. 1829, p. 609 ff.), Schott (Zsag. p. 249 ff), 
Reuss (Gesch. d. h. Schrift. § 111), Ewald, Laurent, Lucht. 
Schulz regards chap. xvi. as written from Rome to Ephesus ; 
while Schott’s judgment is as follows: “ Totum cap. xvi. com- 
positum est fragmentis diversis’ alius cujusdam epistolae bre- 
vioris (maximam partem amissae), quam Paulus Corinthi ad 
coetum quendam Christianum in Asia Minori versantem dederat, 
ita ut, qui schedulas singulas haec fragmenta exhibentes sensim 
sensimque deprehendisset, continua serie unum adjiceret alteri.” 
Reuss (so also Hausrath and Sabatier) sees. in xvi. 1-20 a letter 
with which Phoebe, who was travelling to Ephesus, was en- 
trusted to the church there; while Ewald (comp. Mangold, 
also Ritschl in the Jahrb. fi D. Theol. 1866, p. 352) cuts out 
only vv. 3-20, but likewise regards this portion as having ori- 
ginally pertained to an epistle of the apostle to the Ephesians, 
which, according to ver. 7, was written from the Roman cap- 
tivity ; as, indeed, also Laurent (newtest. Stud. p. 31 ff.) extracts 
from vv. 1-24 a special commendatory letter for Phoebe, 
written by the apostle’s own hand to the Ephesians, assuming 
at the same time marginal remarks ;* and Lucht assigns the 
commendation of Phoebe, and the greetings by name in vv. 3-6, 
to a letter to the Ephesians, but the greetings following in ver. 
7 ff. to the editor of the Epistle to the Romans. But (1) just 
in the case of Rome it is readily conceivable that Paul had 
many acquaintances there, some of whom had come from Asia 
and Greece, and had settled in Rome, whether permanently or 
temporarily (several perhaps as missionaries) ; while others, like 
Aquila, had been banished as Jews under Claudius, and then 
had returned as Pauline Christians. (2) It is by no means 
necessary that Paul should have known the whole of those 
saluted by sight; how many might, though personally unknown, 
be saluted by him! (3) The fact that Paul at a later period, 
when he himself was a prisoner in Rome and wrote thence (in 
my judgment, the Epistle to the Philippians here alone comes 
into consideration; see Introd. to Eph. and Col.; the Pastoral 
Epistles, as non-apostolic, must be disregarded), does not again 
mention any one of those here saluted, may have arisen from the 


1 These being vv. 1-16, vv. 17-20, vv. 21-24, vv. 25-27. 

? And that to such an extent, that of the 16th chapter nothing further is sup- 
posed to have been written by Paul for the Romans than vv. 21, 23, 24. See, 
in opposition, Ritschl, U.¢., and Lucht, p. 22 f.—Weisse would have chap. xvi. 
together with chap. ix.-xi. directed to Ephesus. 
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altered circumstances of the time; for between the composition 
of the epistle zo Rome and the apostle’s sojourn in Rome there 
lies an interval of three years, during which the majority 
of those referred to might have obtained other places of desti- 
nation. Besides, the salutation which Paul in the Epistle to the 
Philippians offers to others (iv. 22) is merely a quite summary 
one. (4) There exists no ground at all for denying that Aquila 
and Priscilla might, after the writing of our First Epistle to 
the Corinthians (1 Cor. xvi. 19), have returned from Ephesus 
to Rome and have informed the apostle of their sojourn and 
activity there. (5) The greeting from all churches in ver. 16 is 
suitable enough for an epistle addressed to the church of the 
capital city of the empire ; and the jirst-fruits of Asia, ver. 5, was 
everywhere a, distinguishing predicate, so that it does not pre- 
suppose one living precisely in Ephesus. (6) Were vv. 3-20 a 
portion cast adrift of an epistle to the Ephesians, or even a 
separate small letter to the Ephesians, it would not be easy to 
see how it should have come precisely ¢o this place; it must 
have from the outset lost every trace of the tradition of its origi- 
nal destination to such an extent, that no occasion was found 
even afterwards, when an epistle to the Ephesians was already 
in ecclesiastical use, to subjoin it to ¢hat epistle. From all this 
there just as little remains any sufficient ground for severing, 
in opposition to all testimony, chap. xvi, as there is for severing 
chap. xv., having otherwise so close an external and internal 
connection with chap. xiv., from the Epistle to the Romans, 
and giving up the unity of the latter as handed down. 

It was reserved at last for the criticism of Baur to con- 
test the apostolic origin of chap. xv. xvi. (in the T%tb. Zettschr. 
1836, 3, and Paulus, L p. 394 ff, ed. 2; comp. also in the 
theol. Jahrb, 1849, 4, p. 493 ff.; Schwegler, nachapostol. Zeitalt. 
p- 123 ff.; Volkmar, in the theol. Jahrb. 1856, p. 321 ff, and 
Rom. Kirche, 1857, p. 3). Baur finds in the last two chapters 
a making of advances towards the Jewish Christians, such as 
does not suit the tenor of the rest of the epistle. In this view 
he objects particularly to vv. 3, 8, 14 in chap. xv.; vv. 9-12 is 
@ mere accumulation of Bible passages to pacify the Jewish 
Christians; ver. 15 is irrelevant, ver. 20 no less so; the state- 


1 Comp. besides, on the arguments numbered 1-5, van Hengel, II. p. 788 ff. 

2 The two chapters are supposed, forsooth, to belong to a Pauline writer, ‘* who, 
in the spirit of the author of the book of Acts, wished to oppose to the sharp anti- 
Judaism of the apostle a softening and soothing counterpoise in favour of the 
Judaists, and in the interests of unity.” The 15th chapter is supposed to have 
its original in 2 Cor. x. 13-18.—Hilgenfeld has not adhered to Baur’s view. 
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ment of ver. 19: from Jerusalem to Ilyricum, is unhistorical, 
derived from a later interest; vv. 22, 23 do not agree with 
i. 10-13; vv. 24, 28, intimating that Paul intended to visit the 
Romans only on his route to Spain, are surprising; vv. 25, 26 
have been taken by the writer from the epistles to the Corin- 
thians for his own purpose, in order to win over the Jewish 
Christians ; the long series of persons saluted in chap. xvi—a 
list of notabilities in the early Roman church—was intended to 
afford proof that Paul already stood in confidential relations 
to the best known members of the church, in connection 
with which several names, among them the ovyye% of the 
apostle as well as Aquila and Priscilla, and their characteriza- 
tion are suspicious; vv. 17-20 are unsuitably placed, and with- 
out characteristic colouring; the position of the final doxolo 
is uncertain; the entire complaisance towards the J mer 
Christians conflicts with Gal. 1. and ii But this same (so- 
called) complaisance (according to Volkmar, “with all manner 
of excuses and half compliments”) is assumed utterly without 
ground, especially seeing that Paul had already in an earlier 
passage expressed so much of deep and true sympathy for his 
people (comp. ix. 1 ff, x. 1, 2, xi. 1, 2, 11 ff, ef al.); and what- 
ever else is discovered to be irrelevant, unsuitable, and unhis- 
toric in the two chapters is simply and solely placed in this 
wrong light through the interest of suspicion; while, on the 
other hand, the whole language and mode of representation are 
so distinctively Pauline, that an interpolation so comprehensive 
would in fact stand wnique, and how singular, at the same time, 
in being furnished with such different conclusions and fresh 
- starts! See, further, Kling in the Stud. u. Krit. 1837, p. 308 ff. ; 
Delitzsch in the Luther. Zeitschr. 1849, p. 609 ff; Th. Schott, 
- p. 119 ff.; Wieseler in Herzog’s Eneyklop. XX. p. 598 f.; Man- 
gold, p. 67 ff.; Riggenbach in the Luther. Zeitschr. 1868, p. 41 ff. 
—Nevertheless Lucht, /.c., has once more come into very close 
contaet with Baur, in proposing the hypothesis that the genuine 
epistle of Paul, extending to xiv. 23, existed in an incomplete 
state ; that thereupon, one hand, summing up the main points of 
the epistle in the (un-Pauline) doxology, added the latter after 
xiv. 23; while another further continued the theme broken 
off at xiv. 23, and subjoined an epilogue, along with greetings, 
to the Romans. In this way two editions arose, of which one 
(A) contained chap. i—xiv. and xvi. 25-27; while the other 
(B) contained chap. i-xiv. and xv. 1-16, 24; A and B were 
then supplemented from one another. That which Paul him- 
self had appended after xiv. 23, was removed from it by the 





328 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 


Roman clergy, and laid up in their archives (out of considera- 
tion for the ascetics, namely); but subsequently it, along with 
fragments of an epistle to the Ephesians, which had also been 
placed in the archives, had been worked in by the composer of 
chap. xv. and xvi. This entire hypothesis turns upon presup- 
positions and combinations which are partly arbitrary in them- 
selves, and partly without any solid ground or support in the 
detailed exegesis. 

Ver, 2. After ixaorog Elz. has yép, against decisive witnesses. 
— Ver. 4. Instead of the second aporypagn, BC DEF G x*, 
67**, 80, most vss., and several Fathers have iypdégn. Ap- 
proved by Griesb., adopted by Lachm., Tisch. Fritzsche. 
Rightly; the compound is an intentional or mechanical repe- 
tition. — Not so strongly attested (though by A B C* L»8) is 
the dé repeated before sij¢ xapaxa. in Griesb., Lachm., Tisch. 
8, which, since the article again follows, became easily added. 
— Ver. 7. iuic] Elz.: ques, against AC D**EFGLS&, min, 
most vss., and several Fathers, A correct gloss, indicating 
the reference of izés to the Jewish and Gentile Christians. — 
Ver. 8. yap] approved by Griesb., adopted also by Lachm. and 
Tisch. But Elz. and Fritzsche have 0; against which the 
evidence is decisive. Moreover, Aéyw 32 is the customary form 
with Paul for more precise explanation, and hence also slipped 
in here. — ysyevjosas) Lachm: ysvicdas, according to BC* D* FG, 
Arm. Ath. But how readily one of the two syllables rz might 
be passed over, and then the familiar (comp. also Gal. iv. 4) 
yeveobas would be produced !— Ver. 11. After +éaw Lachm. has 
Aéye, according to B DEF G, 1, and several vss. ; manifestly an 
addition in accordance with ver. 10. — érawécurs] Lachm. and 
Tisch.: tramscérwoay, according toABCDEs, 39, Chrys. ms. Dam. 
Both readings are also found in the LXX., and may be borrowed 
thence. The circumstance that after aivefre the form érané- 
cars, AS more conformable, readily offered itself, speaks in favour 
of érawesdrwoar.— Ver. 15. &deAgo/] is wanting indeed in A BC 8*, 
Copt. Aeth. Cyr. Chrys. Ruf. Aug. (omitted by Lachm. and 
Tisch. 8), and stands in 3, 108, after gépoug; but why should it 
have been added? On the other hand, its omission was readily 
suggested, since it had just appeared for the first time in ver. 
14, and since it seemed simply to stand in the way of the con- 
nection of ard wép.; hence also that transposition in 3, 108.— 
Ver. 17. xabynow] Rightly Lachm. and Tisch.: ray xadynor. 
The reference of the preponderantly attested article was not 
understood. — Ver. 19. ayiovx] SoA C DEFG, min., and most 
vss. and Fathers. Adopted also by Griesb., Lachm., and Scholz. 
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But Elz. (so also Matth., Fritzsche, Tisch. 8), in accordance with 
s and D** LP, most min., Syr. Chrys., and others, has @sov. In 
B, Pel. Vigil. there is merely avsiuaros. So Tisch. 7. Since there 
is absolutely no reason why ay. or @sod should have been omitted 
or altered, probably the simple avebzarog is the original, which 
was only variously glossed by ey. and @sov.— Ver. 20. girosi- 
pousvoy| Lachm. : gu?.ormotmas, according toB D* FG P. To faci- 
litate the construction. — Ver. 22. ra ®oaAé] BD EF G: roardue, 
so Lachm. An interpretation in accordance with 1. 13.— Ver. 
23. xoraav] Tisch. 7: ixavay, according to BC, 37, 59, 71, Dam. 
A modifying gloss, according to an expression peculiarly well 
known from the book of Acts. — Ver. 24. After %aaviav Elz. 
and Tisch. 7 have éArcboowa: zpig yes, which is omitted by 
Griesb., Lachm., and Tisch 8. A contrast to ver. 22, written at 
the side, and then introduced, but rejected by all uncials except 
L 8**, and by all vss. except Syr. p.; attested, however, among 
the Fathers by Theodoret, Theophylact, and Oecumenius, and 
preserved in nearly all the cursives. This old interpolation 
occasioned the insertion of an illustrative yép after éariZw (so 
Elz., Tisch., and also Lachm.), the presence of which also in 
principal witnesses (as A B C8), in which éAsdo. wp. i. 18 want- 
ing, does not point to the originality of these words, but only to 
a very early addition and diffusion of them, so that in fact 
those witnesses represent only a half-completed critical restora- 
tion of the original text, whilst those which omit both (as F G) 
still contain the original text or a complete purification of the 
text. — Instead of ig’ izay, Lachm. and Tisch. 7 have eg ipay, 
according to DEFG, min., which presents itself as genuine, 
and is explained by tg’ ina» on account of the passive. B has 
ash vsay.— Ver. 29. Xprorot] Elz.: rod stayyeAsou rod X., against 
decisive evidence. A gloss.— Ver. 31. dsaxovia] Lachm: dwpo- 
gopia, according to B D* F G, which, however, Paul, considering 
the delicacy of designation here throughout observed, can hardly 
have written ; it appears to be an explanation.— The repeti- 
tion of fe before 4 diax. (in Elz.) is, according to ABC D* 
FG 8*, 80, justly also omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. — Instead 
of 4 sis Lachm. has 4 év, according to B D* FG, 213. Both pre- 
positions are suitable to the sense; but the omission of the 
article in the majority of witnesses enables us to perceive how 
7 &varose. This omission, namely, carried with it the alteration 
of sic into éy (66, Chrys. really have merely é), and then 4 iv 
arose through an only partial critical restoration. — Ver. 32. 
sAdw] A C x*, Copt. Arm. Ruf.: £éwy with omission of the subse- 
quent xa/, Too weakly supported ; an emendation of style, yet 
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adopted by Tisch. 8.— Instead of @st, B has xupiov “Inood (so 
Lachm); DEF G, It: Xpioroy "Ino; R*: "Inood Xp. But the 
apostle never says ad dsaju. Xpsoro’, but always +. 6. rob (comp. 
iL 10; 1 Cor.i.1; 2 Cor.i 1, viii. 5, e al.), as throughout he 
uses bef ince constantly of God, when there is mention of His 
omnipotence or gracious will ; ‘where said of Christ, the ésAfua 
is for him only the moral will (Eph. v. 17). Hence those 
readings are to be regarded as unsuitable glosses after vv. 29, 
30.— xai cuvavaer. tui] has been omitted by Lachm. on the 
authority of B only, in which he is followed by Buttmann. 
From i, 12 ovywapaxandijvas would have been employed as an 
addition, and not cvvaver.; DE have dvaptEw uel? vuov (2 Tim. 
i. 16).— Ver. 33. The omission of the éw4yv (bracketed by Lachm.) 
is too weakly attested. 





Vv. 1-13.! More general continuation of the subject pre- 
viously treated: Exhortation to the strong to bear with the weak, 
according to Christ's example (vv. 1-4) ; @ blessing on concord 
(vv. 5, 6); and a summons to recetwe one another as brethren, as 
Christ has received them, Jews and Gentiles (vv. 7-12). Bless- 
ang (ver. 13). 

Ver. 1. Connection: To the preceding exposition of the 
perniciousness of the eating indicated in xiv. 23, Paul now 
subjoins the general obligation,? which is to be fulfilled by the 
strong, over against (6¢) that imperilling of the weak. The 
contrast of dvvarol and adévvaroe is just as in chap. xiv:; the 
t wiores of more precise definition in xiv. 1 is so fully 
understood of itself after the preceding discussion, that we 
have here no right either to generalize the contrast (Hofmann : 
of the soundness and frailty of the Christian state of the 
subjects generally), or to single out the dvvarol as a peculiar 


1 According to Lucht, p. 160 ff., the entire passage vv. 1-3 is post-apostolic, 
not merely in the mode of its presentation, but also in that of its view. In com- 
parison with chap. xiv., all is delineated too generally and abstractly ; the 
example of Christ has in no other place been applied by Paul as it is here in 
vv. 8-7 ; the citations are after the manner of a later point of view; the argu- 
ment in vv. 9-12 is not free from Jewish-Christian prejudices, etc. All of 
them grounds, which do not stand the test of an unprejudiced and unbiassed 
explanation of details—evil legacies from Baur’s method of suspicion. 

3 In opposition to Hofmann, who, assigning to the concluding verses of the 
epistle (xvi. 25-27) their place after xiv. 23, places é@siAeusy in connection with 
ve 3t dovapivy x.¢.4., xvi. 25; see on xvi. 25-27. 
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extreme party, which in their opposition to the weak had gone 
further and had demanded more than the remaining members 
of the church who did not belong to the weak (Mangold, 
employing this interpretation in favour of his view as to the 
Jewish-Christian majority of the church, as if the Suvarol 
had been a Gentile-Christian minority). Against this, pets 
is already decisive, whereby Paul, in agreement with xiv. 14, 
20, has associated himself with the strong, making his demand 
as respects its positive and negative portions the more urgent. 
— 7a acOeynpara] the actual manifestations, which appear as 
results of the dobevety 7H miore (xiv. 1). The word is not 
found elsewhere, These imbecillitates are conceived as a burden 
(comp. Gal. vi 2) which the strong take up and bear from the 
weak, inasmuch as they devote to them, in respect to these weak- 
nesses, patience and the helpful sympathy (2 Cor. xi 29) of 
ministering love’ Thus they, in themselves strong and free, 
become servants of the weak, as Paul was servant of all, 1 Cor. 
ix. 19, 22. — ys) éavrois apéoxew] not to please owrselves (1 Cor. 
x. 33); “quemadmodum solent, qui proprio judicio contenti 
alios secure negligunt,” Calvin. This is moral selfishness. 

Ver. 2. eis 76 aya8.] for his benefit. Comp. 1 Cor. x. 33; 
1 Thess. ii 4 A more special definition thereof is mpds 
oixosouny, in order to build up, to produce Christian perfection 
(in him). See on xiv. 19. According to Fritzsche, eis 76 
aya$. is in respect of what %s good, whereby immoral men- 
pleasing is excluded. But its exclusion is understood of itself, 
and is also implied in mpos oixodouyy. On the interchange 
of eis and apes, comp. iii 25, 26. 

Ver. 3. Establishment of this duty by the pattern: for 
Christ also, ete. — adrd, xabes x.7.r.| but, as it is written, the 
reproaches of those reproaching thee fell on me. After Grd a 
comma only is to be placed, and nothing is to be supplied, 
neither sii displicuit with Erasmus, nor fecit with Grotius and 

1 BacedZu can the less indicate, as the subjects of the present exhortation, 
persons who were distinct from those addressed by wperAauSdverts, xiv. 1 (Man- 
gold), because in fact wpesAams. recurs in ver. 7. How frequently does Paul 
give different forms to the same injunctions! Mangold also lays an incorrect 


stress on the 3i, with which chap. xv. opens, as though, according to our 
view, evy should h&ve been oS . 
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others, nor éyéveré (Borger) and the like. Had Paul desired 
to express himself in purely narrative form, he would have 
written instead of oé: @eov, and instead. of éué: adrov. But 
he retains the scriptural saying, which he adduces, literally, 
enhancing thereby the direct force and vivacity of the dis- 
course. Comp. 1 Cor. i 31; Winer, 534, 556 [E. T. pp. 719, 
749].—The passage is Ps. lxix. 10 (literally after the LXX.), 
where the suffering subject is a type of the Messiah (comp. 
xi 9; John ii. 17, xv. 25, xix. 28).—That the reproaches of 
the enemies of God fell on Christ, Le. that the enemies of God 
vented their fury on Christ, proves that Christ was bent on 
pleasing not Himself (for otherwise He would have abstained 
from taking these His sufferings upon Himself; comp. Heb. 
xii, 2, 3, Phil. ii, 6-8), but men, inasmuch as He in order to 
their redemption surrendered Himself, with full self-renun- 
ciation of His av’rdpxea, to the enmity against God of His 
adversaries. Calvin and others: “Ita se Domino devovisse, 
ut descinderetur animo, quoties sacrum ejus nomen patere 
impiorum maledicentiae videret,” so that the idea of self- 
denying devotion to the cause of God (so also de Wette and 
Philippi) is expressed. But according to the connection, it is 
the devotion of Christ, not for the cause of God, but for the 
salvation of humanity (see ver. 2), into fellowship of suffering 
with which He entered, that is to be proposed as an example. 
Comp. Matt. xx. 28. — ovetdvopds belongs to later Greek. See 
Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 512. 

Ver. 4. In O. ZT. words Paul had just presented the example 
of Christ as an encouragement, and not without reason: for 
all that was previously written, etc. This reason’ might, in 
truth, cause the example of Christ set before them to appear 
all the more inviting and involving the more sacred obligation 
to follow it. — mpoeypadyn] mpo clearly obtains its definition 

? Even if the closing verses of chap. xvi. had their critically correct position 
at the end of chap. xiv., we still could not, with Hofmann, put the yép in our 
passage into relation to the designation of God contained in those concluding verses. 
This—even apart from tho fact that xvi. 25-27 is an independent doxology— 
would be impossible on account of the already interposed vv. 2 and 8, and after 


the xalus yiypawras just preceding (to which every reader must have referred 
the wpesypagn, ver. 4). Comp. 1 Cor. x. 11. 
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through the serépay in the second clause, prefixed with 
emphasis; hence: all that was written before us, before our 
time; by which is meant the collective contents of the O. T. 
Wrongly, therefore, Reiche and Hofmann think that it refers 
to the Messianic oracles written before their fulfilment. On 
Séacx. comp. 2 Tim. iii, 16 — dca ris trop. x. 7. Tapaxn. 
t. yp.| through the perseverance and the comfort which the Scrip- 
tures afford to us. That r. urrop. is to be connected with ray 
ypag. (in opposition to Melanchthon, Grotius, Ammon, Flatt, 
van Hengel, and others), is clear from the fact, that otherwise 
v. urow. would stand severed from the connection, as well as 
from ver. 5: o Qeds THs vom. x. T. Tapaxr. The drropovy is 
here also, according to ver. 3, and conformably to the connec- 
tion with mapdxdnots, self-denying endurance in all sufferings 
(see on v. 3), opposed to éavrd apéoxew ; and the ypadaé are 
conceived as “ ministerium spiritus” (Melanchthon). Incor- 
rectly Hofmann understands the izropov) +. ypad. as the 
waiting upon Scripture (namely, upon that which stands written 
an it), upon its fulfilment. Thus there is substituted for the 
notion of érouovy that of doxapadoxia (viii. 19), or dvapovy 
(Symmachus, Ps, xxxviii. 8, lxx. 6), which even in 2 Thess. 
ili. 5 it by no means has (see Liinemann); and how strangely 
would the only once used ray ypad. be forced into two entirely 
different references of the genitive ! — rv éAmida éxwper de- 
notes having the hope (ze. the definite and conscious Christian 
hope of the Messianic glory) ; for to promote the possession of 
this blessed hope by means of patience and comfort in Chris- 
tians, is the object for which the contents of the O. T. were 
written for the instruction of Christians. Accordingly neither 
is éywp. to be taken as ¢encamus, with Beza and others ; nor is 
€d7r., with Reiche and others, of the object of hope. Against 
the latter (see on Col. i 5) militates the fact that érrida 
éyeww never denotes anything else than the subjective spem 
habere. Acts xxiv. 15; 2 Cor. x. 15; Eph ii. 12; 1 Thess. 
iv. 13; 1 John iii. 3, e¢ al. ; Wisd. iii, 18 ; Xen. Mem. iv. 2. 

1 The compound is then followed (see critical notes) by the simple expression, 


—a frequent interchange also in the classics ; see Stallbaum, ad Plat. Phaed. 
p- 59 B. 
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28; Polyb. i. 59. 2. Comp. Lobeck, Aglaoph. I. p. 70. But 
that the édzis refers to the conversion of the world of nations is 
a misunderstanding of Hofmann’s, which is connected with his 
erroneous reference of ydp, ver. 4 (see on ver. 4). It is the 
hope of e¢ernal salvation which, warranted and fostered by the 
influence of Scripture imparting patience and consolation, can 
and should merge and reconcile all separate efforts of avr- 
apéoxeta, which divide men, into the mutual unanimity of 
Christian sentiment. Comp. Eph. iv. 3, 4. 

Ver. 5. 4é] leading over to the wish that God may grant 
them the concord which it was the design of the previous 
exhortation, vv. 1-4, to establish—The characteristic designa- 
tion of God as the author of the perseverance and of the conso- 
lation, is intended not merely to supply an external connection 
with ver. 4, but stands in an internal relation to the following 
TO avTo ppovety, since this cannot exist if men’s minds are not 
patient and consoled, so that they do not allow themselves to 
be disturbed by anything adverse in the like effort which must 
take place in their mutual fellowship (€v dAAmd.). Through 
this identity (76 avro, comp. on xii. 16) of purpose and 
endeavour there exists in a church 4) xapdla nab 4 vrvy) pia, 
Acts iv. 32.—On the form 89», instead of the older Attic 
Soim, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 346; Kiihner, I. p. 644.— 
kata X. "I.] conformably to Christ, Hither Christ is con- 
ceived as the regulative ideal of the frame of mind, according 
to which each is to adjust himself for his part in the common 
TO avto dpovety; or: according to the will of Christ (comp. 
John xvii. 21), like xara Qecov, viii. 27. The first is to be 
preferred, since the model of Christ, ver. 3 (comp. ver. 7), is 
still the conception present to the apostle’s mind. Comp. 
Col. ii. 8; Phil. ii 5; xara xvptov, 2 Cor. xi. 17, is somewhat 
different. 

Ver. 6. Ev é&i ordpuats] By this the preceding ouoOupadoy 
is not explained (Reiche)—which is an impossible notion—but 
ono. specifies the source of the éy évi o7., and is to be closely 

1 Calvin aptly remarks : ‘‘ Solus sane Deus patientiae et consolationis auctor 


est, quia utrumque cordibus nostris instillat per Spiritum suum; verbo tamen 
suo velut instrumento ad id utitur.” 
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joined with it: unanimously with one mouth, not: unanimously, 
with one mouth. It is otherwise, ¢g., with Dem. 147. 1: 
opoOupadoy éx putas yvopwns, where the explanatory addition 
has a place. If God isso praised, that each is led by the like 
disposition to the like utterance of praise, then all dissension 
is removed, and the unanimity of the fellowship has found in 
this cdpdwvos tyvmdia (Theodore of Mopsuestia) its holiest 
expression. On é ét orouare (instrumental), comp. the 
classical é£ évés oroparos, Plato, 640 C, p. 364 A; Legg. i. 
p. 634E; Rep. Anthol. xi. 159. — rod xuplov «.7.r.] belongs 
simply to marépa, not also to Qeov (in opposition to Grotius, 
-Bengel, and others, including Riickert, Reiche, Tholuck (?), 
Fritzsche), and «ai adds epexegetically the specific more precise 
definition. So throughout with this description of God habi- 
tually used by the apostles, as 2 Cor. i 3, x1. 31; Eph i 3; 
CoLi 3; 1 Pet.1 3. This is clear from the passages, in which 
with var. the genitive (Inood X.) is not subjoined, as 1 Cor. 
xv. 24; Eph. v. 20; Col iii 17; Jas. i 27, iii. 9. See on 
1 Cor. v. 24; 2 Cor. x1 31; Eph. i. 3. It ought not to have 
been objected, that the form of expression must either have 
been tov Qeov Hpov «. twatépa “I. X. or rov Oedy rov war. I. X. 
Either of these would be the expression of another idea. But 
as Paul has expressed himself, rov binds the conceptions of God 
and “ Father of Christ” into unity. Comp. Dissen, ad Dem. de 
cor, p. 373 f.; Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 1. 19, ad Anab. ii. 
2.8. Rightly Theodoret: sav Ocov éxdreoa tov Oecdv, tov 
S¢ xuplov tratépa. 

Ver. 7. 4v] in order, namely, that this object, ver. 6, may 
be attained, that its attainment may not be hindered on your 
part.’ — mpocdapB.] See on xiv. 1. That not the strong alone 
(Hofmann), but doth parties, and thus the readers collectively, 
are addressed, and that subsequently ipas refers to both (not 
- merely or principally to the Gentile-Christians, as Riickert and 
Reiche think), follows from dAAnAovs; and see vv. 8, 9. — 
mpocenaBero] “ sibt sociavit;’ Grotius. Comp. xiv. 3.— es 

1 Hofmann incorrectly (in accordance with his incorrect reference of ver. 1 ff. 


to xvi. 25-27) renders : ‘‘ for the sake of the hope,’ which you may learn from 
Scripture. 


cn Ma ert 
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"séEav @cod] belongs to wpocedNaP. ipas, beside which it stands, 
and to which, in accordance with vv. 8, 9 ff., it is alone suit- 
able. Hence it is not to be connected with mwpocdapP. adAnnr. 
(Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Erasmus, and others); and just as 
little with the latter cmmediately, but with wpocerdB. tuas only 
mediately (as Hofmann splits the reference). But it means: 
that God might be thereby glorified, not: “ut aliquando divinae 
gloriae cum ipso simus (sitis) participes,” Grotius (so also Beza, 
Piscator, Calovius, Klee, Benecke, Glockler), which is con- 
demned by vv. 8, 9 ff. as opposed to the context. Comp. 
Phil. ii, 11; Eph. i. 12. 

Vv. 8, 9. A more precise explanation—which furnishes a 
still more definite motive for compliance with the wpoodapf. 
adr.—respecting 6 Xpictds mpocerdP. dy. eis Sok. Geos, first 
in respect of Jewish-Christians (ver. 8), and then of Gentile- 
Christians (ver. 9), and that in such a manner that the connec- 
tion of the former with Christ appears as the fulfilment of their 
theocratic claim, but that of the latter as the enjoyment of grace ; 
—a distinction so set forth, not from the Jewish-Christian nar- 
rowness of the author (Lucht), but designedly and ingeniously 
(comp. xl 28, 29), in order to suggest to the Gentile-Christians 
greater esteem for their weaker Jewish brethren,’ and humility. 
— réyw ydp| I mean, namely, in order more particularly to 
explain myself respecting the wpoceddBero tas «.7.r.; other- 
Wise in xii 3. But comp. 1 Cor. 1.12; Gal iv. 1, v. 16. 
Frequently thus in the Greek writers. — dudxovoy ryeyev. treptt.] 
didx. has emphasis, in order to bring out the original theo- 
cratic dignity of the Jewish-Christians. Christ has become 
minister of the circumcised ; for to devote His activity to the 
welfare of the Jewish nation was, according to promise, the 
duty of His Messianic office. Comp. Matt. xx. 28, xv. 24. — 
trrép adnO. Ocod] more particularly explained at once by what 
follows ; hence: for the sake of the truthfulness of God, in order 

1 The contrast of Jewish and Gentile Christianity is so essentially and radically 
connected with the difference respecting the use of food, that it is wholly 
groundless to ascribe the treatment of that contrast in our passage to the sup- 
posed editor of the epistle (Lucht), who has worked up the Pauline portion of 


the letter, following xiv. 23, into conformity with a later, entirely altered state 
of things. 
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to justify and to demonstrate it through the realization of the 
hallowed promise given to the fathers; comp. 2 Cor. 1 20. 
Thus the mpocerdBero duds in respect of the Jewish-Chris- 
tians redounded eis Sofay Ocod ; but it redounded to this quite 
otherwise in respect of the Gentile-Christians, ver. 9.— tiép 
édéous] contrast to twrép adn. Ocod, ver. 8 : on behalf of mercy, 
Le. for mercy, which God has evinced towards them by His 
making them joint partakers in redemption. The references 
of irép in the two cases are thus not alike. — dofdcar, ordi- 
narily understood as dependent on Aéyw, may neither denote : 
have praised (namely, at their adoption), as Reiche, Riickert, 
de Wette, Bisping would explain it, which not merely intro- 
duces an irrelevant idea, but also runs counter to the usage 
of the aorist infinitive (even 2 Cor. vi. 1, see in loc.); nor: 
have to praise (Tholuck, Philippi, and most), for there is no 
mention of a duty according to the parallelism of the two 
verses, since Aéyw ydp has not here the sense of commanding 
(see on xii. 3, ii, 22); nor, finally, is it an infinitive without 
reference to time (I say, that the Gentiles prazse), as Winer, 
p. 311 f. [E. T. p. 417], and Fritzsche, after the Vulgate, 
Luther, and others, take it, which would have required the 
present infinitive, because Aéyw does not here express the 
notion of willing, hoping, and the like (see Lobeck, ad Phryn. 
p. 749), but simply that of affirming with statement of the 
object. Moreover, the aorist infinitive necessarily leads to ths, 
that dofaca: is parallel to the preceding BeSauicat, and conse- 
quently is not governed by Aéyw at all, but is connected with 
eis 76,88 Castalio and Beza have rightly perceived ; comp. also 
Bengel (“ glorificarent”) and van Hengel. Hence: “in order 
that He might ratify the promises of the fathers, but that the 
Gentules, on behalf of mercy, might praise God.” The former, 
namely, iép adnOeias @cod eis tO BeBawdoas «.7.r., was 
the proximate design of Christ’s having become minister 
of the circumcised ; and the more remote design, which was 
to be attained through the passing of salvation from the Jews 
to the Gentiles (comp. Gal. iii, 14), consisted in this, that 
on the other hand the Gentiles should praise God on account 


of mercy. Incorrectly, Hofmann takes dofdoas as optative: 
ROM. Il. Y 
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Paul wishes that the Gentiles, etc. In this way the ets Sofav 
@cod, ver. 7, would be something which was still only ¢o set in, 
although it had set in long ago (comp. ix. 24, 25, and see xv. 
16-24). Without ground, Hofmann imports into the simple 
ta €Oyn the idea of “ the Gentile world as a whole ;” it can in 
fact according to the context denote only the Gentile portion 
of those, whom Christ wpooeAdPero eis Sofav Ocot.—Obeerve, 
moreover, how logically correct is the contrast of trép adn. 
and inmrép édéous (in opposition to Olshausen, Fritzsche) ; for 
although God had promised the future mpocdrnyes of the 
Gentiles also (in the prophets), He nevertheless cannot have 
promised it to the Gentiles themselves, as He has given the 


Messianic promise to the Jews themselves and chosen them for 


His people, in accordance with which, He, by virtue of His 
truthfulness, was bound to His word, and consequently the 
Jews, not the Gentiles, were de jure the children in terms of 
the covenant and heirs of the kingdom; comp. ix. 4, 5; Acts 
iii. 25; see also Weiss, dibl. Theol. p. 397. —«xabas yéyp.] 
This praising by the Gentiles takes place in conformity with 
(as a fulfilment of) Ps. xviii. 50, which passage is quoted after 
the LXX. The historical subject of the passage, David, is a 
type of Christ ; hence neither the Gentile-Christian (Fritzsche), 
nor the apostle of the Gentiles as the organ of Christ (Hofmann, 
comp. Reiche), nor any messenger of salvation generally to the 
Gentile world (Philippi), is in the sense of the apostle the 
subject of the fulfilment of the prophecy, but only Christ can 
be so. The latter says to God that He, as present among the 
Gentiles (whom He has made His own through their conver- 
sion), will magnify Him. This, however, is a plastic repre- 
sentation of the praise of the Gentiles themselves, which in fact 
takes place év évouate xupiov ’Inaod and 8¢ avrod (Col. iii. 17). 
Comp. already Augustine: “tibi per me confitebantur gentes.” 
Bengel aptly says: “ Quod in psalmo Christus dicit se fac- 
turum, id Paulus gentes ait facere; nempe Christus faci in 
gentibus, Heb. ii. 12.” — 8a rodro] included as a constituent 
part of the citation, but without reference to the matter in hand 
in Paul’s text. — éy G6veor} to whom He, through the Spirit, by 
means of the preaching of the gospel has come, and has placed 
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them in communion with Himself.—As to é£oyonroy. with the 
dative, comp. on xiv. 11. It presupposes, as well as ado 
and the corresponding verbs, vv. 10, 11, the divine éAcos, 
which had been vouchsafed to the Gentiles, as motive. 

Ver. 10. IIddy] Again, namely, in another passage con- 
taining the same thing. Comp. 1 Cor. iii 20; Matt. iv. 7, 
v. 33. —réyer] sc. %) ypady, which is to be taken from 
yéyparrat, ver. 9.— The passage is Deut. xxxii. 43, closely 
following the LXX., who, however, probably following another 
reading (i##"N¥ in Kennicott), deviate from the Hebrew.’ 

Ver. 11. Ps. exvii. 1 (closely following the LXX., but see 
the critical notes) contains a twofold parallel summons to the 
praise of God, addressed to all Gentile peoples? In this case 
aivety and ézratvety are not different in degree (Philippi), but 
only in form, like praise and bepratse [loben and beloben}. 

Ver. 12. Isa. xi. 10, with omission of ey rH apépa exeivy 
after éoras, literally after the LXX., who, however, translate 
the original inaccurately. The latter runs: “And i comes to 
pass at that day, that after the root-shoot of Jesse, which stands 
as a banner of peoples (DYDY D2), Gentiles shall inquire ;” see 
Umbreit in the Stud. u. Krit. 1835, p. 553, and the explana- 
tion in reference thereto, p. 880 f.; Drechsler and Delitzsch, 
in loc. But the words of the LXX., as Paul has quoted them, 
run as follows: “ There shail be the root-shoot of Jesse and (1. 

1 The original, according to the present reading, does not mean: “ Rejoice, ye 
tribes, His people” (de Wette and others; comp. Luther: ‘‘all ye who are His 
people”), since p¥3 cannot denote the tribes of the Jewish people; but, as the 
Hiphil 33°3°W3 allows, either with the Vulgate: ‘‘laudate, gentes, populum ejus”’ (so 
Gesenius, Thes. I. p-. 272, and Umbreit, p. 358; comp. Kamphausen, Lied Mos. 
p. 219 f.); or: ‘‘ make to shout for joy, ye Gentiles, His people,” which, how- 
ever, does not fit the connection; or (with Aquila and Theodotion, comp. 
Hofmann), Shout for joy, ye Gentiles, ye who are His people. The latter is to be 
preferred, because }*97;3 in the sense of Kal, in the few passages where it is so 
found, is not joined with the accusative, but either is joined with the dative 

?)—as Ps. Ixxxi. 2—or stands absolutely (Ps. xxxii. 11). 


"3 The Messianic falfilment of this summons is recognised by Paul in the magni- 
fying of God on the part of the Gentiles converted to Christ from all nations. 
This falfilment he looks upon already as present (for see ver. 7), not merely as a 
fact of the future, ‘* when the Gentile world as a united whole” magnifies God 
(Hofmann). 
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and indeed, explanatory) He who arises (raises himself) to rule 
over Gentiles ; on Him shall Gentiles hope.” This passage and its 
entire connection are Messianic, and that indeed in so far as 
the idea is therein expressed, that the promised descendant of 
David, the ideal of the theocratic king, will extend His kingdom 
over Gentiles also, and will be the object of their desire (accord- 
ing to the LXX. and Paul: of their believing hope). This 
prophecy likewise Paul sees fulfilled through the magnifying 
of the divine mercy by the already converted Gentiles (vv. 7, 
9). Observe that €Ovay and €Oyn are without the article, and 
hence do not denote “ the Gentile world” (Hofmann). — 1) pita 
is here, according to the Heb. “WW, the root-shoot ; comp. 
Ecclus. xlvii. 22; Rev. v. 5, xxil. 6; 1 Macc. i. 10; Ecclus. 
xL 15. He is the root-shoot of Jesse, because Jesse is the root 
from which He springs, as the ancestor of the Messianic king, 
David, Jesse’s son, sprang from it. Zhis descendant of Jesse 
is the Messiah (comp. Isa. xi. 1, liil. 2), who (according to the 
original text) is a banner for peoples, and consequently their 
leader and ruler. Christ has entered on this dominion at His 
exaltation, and He carries it out by successive stages through 
the conversion of the Gentiles, — én’ ait@] of the resting of 
hope upon Him (Hemsterh. ad Xen. Eph. p. 128), 1 Tim. 
iv. 10, vi. 17; LXX. Isa. xlii 4. Comp. micrevey én’ avra, 
ix. 33, x. 11. The contents of the hope is the attainment 
of eternal salvation, which will be fulfilled in them at the 
Parousia. 

Ver. 13. As vv. 1-4 passed into a blessing (vv. 5, 6), so 
- now the hortatory discourse, begun afresh in ver. 7, passes 
into a blessing (8), which forms, at the same time, the close 
of the entire section (from chap. xiv. onwards).— 06 Qeos Tijs 
éxmisos] God, who produces the hope (of eternal glory), namely, 
through His Spirit; see the closing words of the verse. This 
description of God (comp. on ver. 5) attaches itself formally to 
édmvovow, ver. 12, but rests upon the deeper substantive 
reason, that the becoming filled with joyfulness and peace here 
wished for is not possible without having hope as its basis, 


1 An attachment which, since dues then addresses the church, does not suit 
the view which holds the latter to be a Jewish-Christian one (Mangold). 
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and that, on the other hand, this becoming filled produces the 
rich increase of hope itself (eis ro aepico. x.17.r.). — Wd. 
xapas x«.tr.] with all, ie. with highest joyfulness. ‘Comp. 
Theile, ad Jac. p. 8; Wunder, ad Soph. Phil. 141 f. yapa 
and elpyvn (peace through concord), as xiv. 17.—& 7@ 
auorevety| in the believing, to which without yapd and eipyvn 
the fruits would be wanting, and without which no yapd and 
eipjvn could exist. Comp. xiv. 17.—eis ro mepioo. «.7.r.] 
Aim of the wAnpacas «.1.2.: in order that ye, in virtue of 
the power (working in you) of' the Holy Spirit, may be abundant 
in hope, may cherish Christian hope in the richest measure 
(comp. 1 Cor. xv. 58; 2 Cor. viii. 7; Phil. i 9; Col. ii 7). 

Vv. 14-33.! The apostle has now come to an end with all 
the instructions and exhortations, which he intended to impart 
to the Romans. Hence he now adds, up to ver. 33, an 
epilogue (which, however, he then follows up in chap. xvi. with 
commendations, greetings, etc.). In this epilogue, which in 
substance corresponds to the introduction, i. 8-16, and by no 
means applies only to the section respecting the weak in faith 
(Melanchthon, Grotius), but to the whole epistle, he testifies 
his good confidence towards the readers, and justifies his in a 
partial degree bold writing by his Gentile-apostolic calling (vv. 
14-16) and working (vv. 17-21), which latter had also been 
usually the hindrance to his coming personally to Rome (ver. 22). 
This observation leads him to his present plan of travel, the 
execution of which will bring him, in the course of his intended 
journey to Spain, to Rome, after he has been at Jerusalem 
(vv. 23-29). or this impending journey he finally begs the 
prayers of the Romans on his behalf (vv. 30-33), and then 
concludes with a blessing (ver. 33). 

Ver. 14. Tlétrevopar 58] but I am of the conviction ; viii. 38, 
xiv. 14. The & is the simple peraParicoy, leading over to 
the concluding portion of the epistle. — «at avros éyw] et ipse 

1 According to Lucht, vv. 14-88 contain much that is Pauline and various 
matters historically correct, but also incorrect statements, and, on the whole, a 
non-Pauline tendency. The parallels with passages in the Epistles to the 
Corinthians are to be explained simply by dependence on the latter, etc., p. 185 ff. 
These — self-deceptions of a fanciful criticism, against which it is vain to 
conten 
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ego; comp. on vii. 25. The apostle is, independently of the 
general advantageous estimation in which the Roman church 
stood with others (i. 8), also for his own personal part of the 
conviction, etc. The emphasis lies on avrds. If the thought 
were: “even I, who have hitherto so unreservedly exhorted 
you” (Philippi, comp. de Wette, Fritzsche, and older inter- 
preters), éyo would have the emphasis (comp. xaye avrés, 
Acts x. 26) ; but «at avrés corresponds entirely to the following 
kal abrol, et ipst, i.e. even without first of all requiring influence, 
exhortation, etc., on the part of others. Comp. afterwards xai 
GAjAous. Thus, accordingly, Paul denotes by «. avtés éyw 
the autonomy of his judgment, but with a subtle indication of 
the judgment of others as coinciding therewith. Comp. Bengel : 
“Non modo alii hoc de vobis existimant.” Paul intends there- 
with to obviate the idea as if he for his part judged less 
favourably of the church, with reference to the fact, not that 
he had written this letter generally (Hofmann), but that he 
had written it in part roXunporepoy. This is shown by the 
contrast, ver. 15. — dya8wovvns] goodness, excellence generally 
(that you also of yourselves are very excellent people), not equiva- 
lent to xenotorns (as Thom. Mag. p. 391 states), not even in 
Gal v. 22. Comp. 2 Thess.i 11; Eph. v. 9; Eccles. ix. 18. 
The word is not found im the Greek writers.— The three 
predicates, peotol «7... advance in co-ordination from the 
general to the particular. — «al add7d.] also to admonish you 
among one another, without having need for a third, who 
should admonish you. On vov@erciv, in which the notion of 
its being well-meant, though not involved in the word of itself, 
is given by the connection or (as in Isocr. de pace, 72) by 
express contrast, see on 1 Cor.-xi¥; 14, Eph. vi. 4. Paul does 
not express in this verse something more than he strictly 
means (Reiche), but that which he really believes of the 
Roman church, taken as a whole ; at which favourable convic- 
tion he—apart from the universally-diffused good report of 
the church (i. 8)— has arrived by means of experiences 
unknown to us, and perhaps also in virtue of his feeling 
assured that he might draw from the individuals and influ- 
ential persons with whom he was acquainted a conclusion 
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respecting the whole. But the fact that he does express it,—this 
commendation,—rests on his apostolic fruth, and on that 
wisdom of teaching which by good and real confidence attracts 
a zeal of compliance. 

Ver. 15. More boldly, however (than so good a confidence 
appears to imply), J wrote to you in part, etc. “ Quasi dicat: 
omevoovta Kal avroy otpive,” Grotius. — Todympotepoy] ad- 
verbially, Thue. iv. 126. 3; Polyb. i 17. '7; Lucian, Zcarom. 
10. The comparative sense is not to be obliterated (Bern- 
hardy, p. 438; Winer, p. 228 [E. T. p. 304]), but may not 
be derived from the lesser right of the apostle’ to write to a 
church not founded by him (Hofmann); comp. Bengel, who 
introduces the further idea: “cum potius ipse venire deberem.” 
It must, in fact, especially seeing that the more precise definition 
aro pépovs is added, be necessarily a specification of the mode, - 
expressing the how of the éypada. The repetition of aderpo/ 
flows from the earnestness of feeling. Comp. 1 Cor.i 10,11; 
Gal. v. 11, 13; Jas. v. 7, 9, 10.—<dzd pépovs] belongs 
not merely to roAy (“paulo liberius,” Grotius, following the 
Peschito), but, as its position shows, to rods. éypada together : 
partly, %.e.in particular places, I wrote more boldly. This refers 
to passages like vi. 12 ff, 19, viii. 9, xi 17 ff, xii. 3, xiii. 
3 ff, 13, 14, xiv. 3, 4, 10, 138, 15, 20, xv. 1,4 al. In ao 
pépous is implied the contrast, that he has not written roApun- 
potepoy ail that he has written (comp. xi. 25; 2 Cor. i. 14), 
but only a part thereof. Hofmann has now exchanged his 
earlier incorrect view, “ provisionally and im the meantime” 
(Schriftbew. IL. 2, p. 95), for another also incorrect (similarly 
Th. Schott), namely piecemeal, in contrast to a complete exposi- 
tion of Christian truth, thus equivalent to é« pépous, 1 Cor. 
xiii, 10 (not also in 1 Cor. xii. 27). Besides, this arbitrarily 
imported contrast would suit no epistle less than the Epistle to 


’ This lesser right is assumed quite without warrant. Paul certainly wrote to 
other churches of Gentiles not founded by him (Colossians, Laodiceans); and 
how could he, as the apostle of the Gentiles, be of opinion that he thereby was 
taking any special liberty? He had to glorify his office (xi. 18), in doing which 
his care for a2 churches (2 Cor. xi. 28) certainly suggested no limitation of 
epistolary intercourse to such as he himself had founded, as if it were a boldness 
in him needing excuse, when he also wrote to others, 
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the Romans, which treats the whole gospel in the most complete 
manner. According to Lucht, the expression in this passage 
is only the product of a post-apostolic effort to wipe away the 
“bad impression” of the epistle on the highly esteemed church, 
which had in fact been founded by Peter (comp. Theodore 
of Mopsuestia). — as évavapy. ipas] as again reminding you, 
2.¢. in the way and manner of one who reminds you, ete. See 
Bernhardy, p. 476; Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 263; Kiihner, II. 
2, p. 649 f.; 1 Thess. ii, 4; Heb. xiii. 17. ésravap. denotes 
in memoriam revocare. See Plat. Legg. ii. p. 688 A; Dem. 
74. '7. Comp. éravduynos, Dion. Hal. Rhet. x. 18. Theodore 
of Mopsuestia: eis dropvnow dyew dv peuabrjnate, — Sia rip 
xap.] i.e. in order to comply with the apostolic office, with which 
God has favoured me. See ver. 16. 

Ver. 16. Eis 76 eivas «.7..] Specification of the object 
aimed atin rv Sofetcdy poe tro +. Geod. — Aettoupyov] Comp. 
on xiii. 6. Paul sets forth the service of his apostolic office, in 
the consciousness of its hallowed dignity, not merely as a public 
oixovopia (Ewald: “steward of the people,”), but as a priestly 
service of offering, in which ’Incod X. expresses the Necroupyos as 
ordained by Christ. That Christ should be conceived of as He 
to whom the offering 1s presented (Reiche), is contrary to the con- 
ception of offering, which always refers to God as the receiver 
of it. Comp. xii. 1; Eph. v. 2; Phil ii 17. But neither is 
Christ to be conceived of (as by Bengel and Riickert) as high 
priest (a conception not of Paul, but rather of the Epistle to 

1In opposition to Baur's erroneous explanation of iwavap., “ Surther therein 
to remind,” and its reference to what follows, see Mangold, p. 69, who, how- 
ever, on his part, in virtue of the assumption of the Jewish-Christian character 
of the church, limits the éwé pipes arbitrarily to those portions of the epistle 
(especially chap. ix. and x.) in which, in the interest of the Gentile-Christian 
apostolate, Jewish-Christian pretensions had been combated. It is just such 
entirely doctrinal discussions as chap. 1x. x. which answer least to the cha- 
racter of roAmnpérspor, which presupposes the ready possibility of offence being 
given. The exculpation implied in ver. 15 is not calculated for a Jewish- 
Christian church (Mangold, p. 72), but rather for a church as yet strange to the 
apostle and held in very good repute, towards which he felt himself not in a like 
relation as e.g. to the Galatians and Corinthians, but in one more delicate and 
calling for more forbearance. Artfully and gently, too, is the os dvapipy, x.¢.A. 


added, as if what was written reApnpéespey was only meant to be a help to their 
memory. "Aveprneis 3’ ivriv iaippon Gpertosas &veduwevens, Plat. Legg. v. p. 782 B. 
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the Hebrews, and applying to Christ as the sole Afoner, in which 
case the idea of inferior priests is out of place), but as Lord 
and Ruler of the church, who has appointed His apostle, i. 5. 
Lucht oddly thinks that the writer did not venture to call 
Paul, in consequence of his disputed position, dwocroXos, but 
only Aectoupyos. — eis Ta EOvn] in reference to the Gentiles; for 
these, as converted by the apostle, are to form the offering to 
be presented. —In the sequel, icpovpyoivra 16 evaryy. tr. Oeod 
contains the more precise explanation of Ae:roupy. “I. X., and 
iva yévnras ) mpoopopa trav eOvay x.t.r. that of eis ta EOvn; 
hence the latter belongs not to tepovpy. (Th. Schott, Hofmann), 
but to what precedes, and is not (with Buttmann) to be omitted 
on the authority of B. — tepoupy. 76 evaryy. r. Oeot] in priestly 
fashion administering the gospel of God, we. “administrans 
evang. a Deo missum hominibus, eoque ministerio velut sacer- 
dotio fungens,” Estius; comp. Chrysostom, Erasmus, and most 
older interpreters, also Riickert, Tholuck, Fritzsche, de Wette, 
Philippi This usage of depovpy. is confirmed by passages like 
Herodian. v. 3.16; Joseph. Anitt. vi. 6. 2; also by 4 Mace. 
vii. 8, where (dim alware is to be connected with ‘epoupyoivras 
roy vopoy (in opposition to Hofmann, who will not admit the 
priestly notion in the word), not with wmepacmifovras (see 
Grimm, Handb. p. 329 f.); comp. Suicer, Thes. s.v.; Kypke 
in loc.; also tepoupyos, Callim. fr. 450; cepovpynua, Joseph. 
Antt. viii. 4. 5; tepovpyla, 4 Macc. iv.1; Plat. Legg. p. 774 E; 
Pollux, i. 29. Without warrant, Hofmann insists on adher- 
ing to the conception of “administering holy service.” The 
gospel is not indeed the offering (Luther and others), which 
is presented, but the divine institute, which is administered—is 
in priestly fashion served—by the presenting of the offering. 
As to evayy. Qeod, see on i. 1.— 1 apoodopa trav eOvdv] the 
offering of the Gentiles, z.¢. the offering which the Gentiles are, 
Heb. x. 10; Eph. v. 2. The Gentiles converted, and through 
the Spirit consecrated as God’s property, are the offering which 
Paul, as the priest of Jesus Christ, has brought to God. 
Observe, however, the stress laid on the prefixed yévnrac: in 
order that there may prosper (see on this use of yiverOas 
as regards offerings, Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. vi. 4. 9), in 
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accordance with which evmpdécd. is then attributive (as well- 
pleasing), and ayacp. é. wv. ay. is subordinated to the latter 
as its ground: sanctified through the Holy Symrit, which is 
received through the gospel in baptism, Gal. iti, 2, 5; Tit. 
iii. 5; Eph. v. 26. A contrast to the ceremonial consecration 
of the Levitical offerings. Comp. xii. 1. 

Ver. 17. How readily might what was said in ver. 16 carry 
with it the appearance of vain self-boasting! To obviate this, 
the apostle proceeds: J have accordingly (in pursuance of the 
contents of ver. 16) the boasting (rip xavynow, see the critical 
notes) in Christ Jesus in respect of my relation to God ; 4.62, my 
boasting 18 something which, by virtue of my connection with 
Christ (whose Nevroupyos I am, ver. 16), in my position towards 
God (for I administer God’s gospel as an offering priest, ver. 
16), properly belongs tome. The éyq is prefixed with emphasis : 
a does not fatl me, like a something which one has not really 
as a possession but only ventures to ascribe to himself; then 
follows with & X. ’I. and ra mp. +. @., a twofold more pre- 
cisely defined character of this ethical possession, excluding 
everything selfish! Accordingly, we are not to explain as 
though éy X. ’I. bore the main stress and it ran éy XputT@ 
oby THY KavynoW exw x.7.r. (which is Fritzsche’s objection to 
the reading +7)» xavy.) ; and xatynots is neither here nor else- 
where equivalent to cavynpa (materies gloriandt), but is glortatio 
(comp. 1 Cor. xv. 31), and the article marks the definite self- 
boasting concerned, which Paul makes (vv. 16, 18). Reiche 
connects évy X. with 7. kavynow, so that 7d KavyaicBa dv X. 
is to be explained as the boasting onself of Christ (of the aid of 
Christ). Comp. also Ewald. Admissible linguistically, since 
the construction cavyaoOar év (v. 3, ii, 17, 23; Phil iii. 3) 
allowed the annexation without the article ; but at variance with 
the sequel, where what is shown is not the right to boast of 
the help of Christ (of this there is also in ver. 16 no mention), 
but this, that Paul will never boast himself otherwise than 
as simply the instrument of Christ, that he thus has Christ 
only to thank for the xavyao@as, only through Him is in the 

1 Not exactly specially ‘‘ the consciousness of superior knowledge or singular 
spirituality,” Hofmann. Comp. generally 1 Cor. xv. 10. 
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position to boast. — 7a sarpos tr. Geov] Comp. Heb. ii. 17, v. 1. 
Semler and Riickert take the article in a limiting sense: at 
least before God. But the “at least” is not expressed (ra ye 
ap. tT. @., or mpos ye 7. O., or ta mp. t. O. ye), and Paul has 
indeed actually here and elsewhere frequently boasted before 
men, and with ample warrant, of his sacred calling—We may 
add that this whole assertion of his calling, vv. 17-21, so 
naturally suggested itself to the apostle, when he was on the 
point of extending his activity to Rome and beyond it to the 
extreme west of the Gentile world, that there is no sufficient 
ground for seeking the occasion of it in the circumstances and 
experiences of the Corinthian church at that time (so especially 
Riickert, comp. also Tholuck and Philippi); especially since it 
is nowhere indicated in our epistle (not even in xvi. 17), that 
at that time (at a later epoch it was otherwise, Phil. i 15 ff) 
anti-Pauline efforts had occurred in Rome, such as had emerged 
in Corinth. See Introd. § 3. 

Ver. 18. Negative confirmation of what is asserted in ver. 
17. The correct explanation is determined partly by the con- 
nection, to be carefully observed, of ov with xaretpy., partly by 
the order of the words, according to which ov xateipydcato 
must have the emphasis, not Xpsords (Theodoret and others, 
including Calovius, Olshausen, Fritzsche, Tholuck). Hence: 
“for I will not (in any given case) embolden myself to speak 
about any of those things (to boast of anything from the 
sphere of that) which Christ has not brought about through 
me, in order to make the Gentiles obedient to Him, by means of 
word and work.” That is, affirmatively expressed: for I will 
venture to let myself be heard only as to such things, the actual 
Sulfilment of which has taken place by Christ through me, ete. ; 
I will therefore never pride myself on anything which belongs 
to the category of those things, which have not been put into 
execution by Christ through me’ This would be an untrue 

3 The objection of Hofmann : ‘‘ The non-actual forms no collective whole, 
as @ constituent element of which a single thing might be conceived,” is a 
mere empty subtlety. Had Paul, ¢.g., boasted that Christ had wrought many 
conversions through him when he was in Athens, he would have spoken about 


something which would have been a single instance out of the category of the 
non-actual, namely, of that which Christ has not wrought. The view of Hofmann 
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speaking of results, as if the Lord had brought them about 
through me—which nevertheless had not taken place. — eis 
trax, €Ovav| namely, through the adoption of faith in Him ; 
comp. iL 5. — Adve x. Epye] applies to xaretpy. .. . EOvar. 
Ver. 19. In virtue of what powers Christ, by means of 
word and work, has wrought through the apostle as His 
organ: (1) d& Suvdp. onpelwy x. tep.—this refers back to 
Epyp; (2) ev Suv. avevdparos—this applies to Aeym and épyw 
together, and is co-ordinated to the above év duv. on. x. TEp., 
not subordinated, as Beza, Glockler, and others think, whereby 
the language would lose its simplicity and half of its import 
(the Svvapes mrvevp. would pass into the background). Accord- 
ing to Hofmann, who reads in ver. 20 qidAotipodpuar (see the 
critical notes), a new sentence is meant to begin with Aoyw 
x. &pyo, the verb of which would be guAotiwodpar. This 
yields, instead of the simple course of the language, a compli- 
cated structure of sentence which is in nowise indicated by 
Paul himself, as he has not written év Aoy@ «. épy@ (conform- 
ably to the following). Besides, the evaryyertfeo8as by word 
and deed (thus the preaching through decds), would be a modern 
conception foreign to the N.T. The épya accompany and 
accredit the preaching (John x. 38, xiv. 11), but they do not 
preach, Comp. Luke xxiv. 19; Acts vu. 22; 2 Cor. x. 11. 
If derotinovpas is to be read, then with Lachmann a new 
sentence is to be begun with ver. 20, so that all that precedes 
remains assigned to the efficiency of Christ, which is not the 
case with the view of Hofmann, although it is only in entire 
keeping with the language of humility which Paul here uses. 
The genitives are those of derivation: power, which went forth 
Jrom signs and wonders (which Paul, as instrument of Christ, has 
performed), and power, which went forth from the (Holy) Spirit 
(who was communicated to the apostle through Christ) upon 
the minds of men. Comp. on éy duv. arvevp., 1 Cor. ii. 4, 5. — 


himself amounts to the sense, that the apostle wished to set aside all his own, 
which was not a work of Christ performed through him, with the object of con- 
verting the Gentiles. But thus, through the contrast of his own and the work of 
Christ, the emphasis would be transposed, resting now on Xpweés, as if it ran 


or ev Xpioris xacsipydoure 3s’ tue, 
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onpela x. tépata| not different in substance; both miracles, 
both also denoting their significant aspect. See Fritzsche, 
p. 270 f. The collocation corresponds to the Heb. O°nSb: Nink, 
hence usually (the converse only in Acts ii 22, 43, vi. 8, 
vii. 36, comp. ii. 19) onpeta stands first, and where only one 
of the two words is used, it is always onpeta, because Minx was 
the striking word giving more immediately the character of the 
thing designated. Contrary to the constant usage of the 
N. T., Reiche understands not outward miraculous facts, but 
mental miracles, which the preaching of the gospel has pro- 
duced in the hearts of the newly-converted. Even 2 Cor. xii. 
12 is not to be thus understood ; see zm loc. Miracles belonged 
to the onpeia tov atrocroXov (2 Cor. i.c.), hence there is already 
of itself motive enough for their mention in our passage, and 
there is no need for the precarious assumption of a reference to 
~ pseudo-apostolic jugglers in Rome (Ewald). — év duvdy. arvevp. 
dry.] is related, not “awkwardly ” (Hofmann), to ay ov Kareupy. 
Xpiorés; for Christ has, for the sake of His working to be 
effected through the apostle (6v éuod), given to him the Spirit. 
Very unnecessarily, and just as inappropriately,—since wore 
must comprise ali the preceding elements——Hofmann forces év 
Suv. av. ay., by means of an hyperbaton, into special connection 
with dore. — dare x.7.d.] Result, which this working of Christ 
through Paul has had in reference to the extension of Chris- 
tianity. —d76 ‘Iepove.] From this spot, where Paul first 
entered the apostolical fellowship, Acts ix. 26 ff. (he had 
already previously worked three years, including the sojourn 
in Arabia, at Damascus; see on Gal. i. 17, 18), he defines the 
terminus a quo, because he intends to specify the greatest 
extension of his working in space (from south-east to north- 
west),' — «al xuxdo] enlarges the range of the terminus a quo: 


1 Yet he does not say ‘‘ from Arabia” (Gal. U.c.), because it was very natural 
for him significantly to place the beginning at that spot where all the other 
apostles had begun their work and the apostolic church itself had arisen—in 
doing which, however, he, by adding xa? xx’, does nothing to the prejudice 
ofhistory. The less is there to be found in éwé ‘Ispoor. an inconsistency with the 
statements of the Epistle to the Galatians. This in opposition to Lucht, who 
sees also in pixps ¢. "IAAvp, an incorrect statement, and attributes to both points 
a special design. 
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and round about, embracing not merely Judaea, but, in corre- 
spondence to the magnitude of the measure of length, Arabia 
and Syria also. Of course, however, x<vcd is not included in 
the dependence on azo, but: stands in answer to the question 
Where ? inasmuch as it adds to the statement from whence 
the working took place, the notice of the local sphere, which 
had been jointly affected by that local beginning as its field 
of action: from Jerusalem, and in a circust round, Paul 
has fulfilled the gospel as far as Dlyria) Flacius, Calovius, 
Paulus, Gléckler, following Chrysostom, Theodoret, and others, 
refer xvxdp to the arc which Paul described in his journey 
from Jerusalem by way of Syria, Asia, Troas, Macedonia, and 
Greece to Illyria. According to this, xv«cdm would specify 
the direction in which he, starting from Jerusalem, moved 
forward. So also Hofmann. This direction would be that 
of a curve. But «dcr never denotes this, and is never merely 
the opposite of straight out, but always circwmcirca (comp. 
Judith i 2; Mark ii. 34, vi 6,36; Lukeix. 12; Rev. iv. 6; 
very frequently in the Greek writers); and the addition, “and 
in the arc of a circle,” would have been very superfluous and in- 
deed like an empty piece of ostentation, seeing that in trath the 
straight direction from Jerusalem to [lyria passes for the most 
part through water. No reason also would be discoverable for 
Paul’s adding the «af, and not merely writing xv«A@, in order 
to express: from Jerusalem in a circular direction as far as 
Iilyria.— péxpt rod ’Iddvp.] The idea that Paul, as has recently 
been for the most part assumed, did not get to Illyria at all, but 
only to the frontier of this western region during a Macedonian 
bye-journey, throws upon him an appearance of magnifying his 
deeds, for which the silence of the Acts of the Apostles, fur- 
nishing, a8 it does, no complete narrative, supplies no warrant. 
Now, since in ver. 23 Illyria may not, without arbitrari- 
ness, be excluded from the regions where he has already 
laboured, because this country would otherwise have still 
afforded scope for labour, we must assume that Paul had really 
made an intermediate journey to Illyria.) From what starting- 
point, cannot indeed be shown; hardly so soon as Acts xviii 
11, but possibly during the journey mentioned in Acts xx. 1~3 
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(see Anger, temp. rat. p. 84), so that his short sojourn in Illyria 
took place not long before his sojourn in Achaia, where he at 
Corinth wrote the Epistle to the Romans. Tit. iii, 12 can 
only be employed in confirmation of this by those who assume 
the authenticity of the Epistle to Titus, and its composition 
thus early (see Wieseler, Philippi). — aremAnpwxévas 76 evaryy. 
+. X.] have brought to fulfilment (comp. Col. 1 25) the gospel - 
of Christ. This wAnpoty has taken place in an extensive sense 
through the fact that the gospel is spread’ abroad everywhere 
from Jerusalem to ITlyria, and has met with acceptance. 
Analogous is the conception: 6 Aoyos tod Ocod HvEave, Acts 
vi. 7, xii. 24, xix. 20. So long as the news of salvation has 
not yet reached its full and destined diffusion, it is still in the 
course of growth and increase ; but when it has reached every 
quarter, so that no place any longer remains for the labour of 
the preacher (ver. 23), it has passed from the state of growing 
increase into the full measure of its dimensions. This view of 
the sense is alone strictly textual (see ver. 23), while closely 
adhering to the literal signification of evayy., which denotes 
the message itself, not the act of proclamation (Th. Schott, 
Mangold); and hence excludes the many divergent interpre- 
tations, namely: (1) That of Beza, Piscator, Grotius, Bengel, 
de Wette, Riickert, in substance also Kollner, Tholuck, van 
Hengel, and permissively, Reiche, that evayy. is equivalent to 
munus praedicandt evang., which it does not mean; simi- 
larly Ewald: the executed commission of preaching. (2) That 
of Luther, Flacius, Castalio, and others: “ that I have fulfilled 
everything with the gospel,’ which is opposed to the words as 
they stand, although repeated by Baur. (3) That of Theophy- 
lact, Erasmus, and others, including Reiche and Olshausen: 
amp. TO evarry. denotes completely to proclaim the gospel. But 
the “completely” would in fact have here no relevant weight 
at all (such as at Acts xx. 27); for that Paul had not incom- 
pletely preached the gospel, was understood of itself. Others 
arbitrarily take it otherwise still, e.g. Calvin: “ praedicationem 
ev. quasi suwpplendo diffundere; coeperunt enim alii priores, 
sed ipse longius sparsit ;” Krehl: that I have put the gospel 
anto force and validity; Philippi: that I have realized the 
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gospel, have introduced it into life (the gospel appearing as 
empty, before it is taught, accepted, understood) ; Hofmann, 
with comparison of the not at all analogous expression 7A7- 
pody tov vouoy: the message of salvation misses its destina- 
tion, if it remain unproclaimed—whereby wAnpovy would be 
reduced simply to the notion of «npvccev.—The whole of the 
remark, ver. 19 f., connected with ver. 24, is to be explained, 
according to Baur, I. p. 307, simply from the intention (of 
the later writer) to draw here, as it were, a geographical line 
between two apostolic provinces, of which the one must be 
left to Peter. In opposition to swch combinations, although 
Lucht still further elaborates them, it is sufficient simply to 
put into the scale the altogether Pauline character and emo- 
tional stamp of the language in vv. 19-33, in its inner truth, 
simplicity, and chasteness. 

Vv. 20, 21. But prosecuting tt asa point of honour to preach 
in this way, the oftw is now first negatively stated: not where 
Christ was named, then positively: but, agreeably to the word of 
Scripture, etc. Hence ovy d7rov, not Grou ovKx. — didorys.] 
dependent on pe, ver.19. On diroripetoOar, to prosecute any- 
thing so that one seeks one's honour in vt, comp. 2 Cor. v. 9; 
1 Thess. iv. 11; see Wetstein and Kypke. This full signifi- 
cation (not merely the more general one: zealously to prosecute) 
is to be maintained in all passages, including the classical ones, 
and admirably suits the context. The matter was a special 
point of honowr with the apostle in his working;’ 2 Cor. x. 
15, 16. — wvopdc8n| His name, as the contents of confession, 
has been named, namely, by preachers and confessors. See ver. 
21.— Wa pi «.7.r] «¢., in order not simply to continue the 
work of conversion already begun by others. Comp. 1 Cor. 
iii. 10. The reason why Paul did not desire this, lay in the high 
consciousness of his apostolic destination (Acts xxvi. 17, 18), 
according to which he recognised the greatest and most difficult 
work, the fownding of the church, as the task of the apostle, 
and found his apostolic honowr in the solution of this task.’ 


? Lucht here conceives the writer to be dependent even on a mistaken under- 
standing of 2 Cor. x. 15, 16. 
3 The objection of Baur, ii. p. 899, that in truth, if this had been really Paul’s 
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Others, as Reiche, specify as the reason, that he had sought 
on account of his freer system of doctrine to avoid polemical 
controversies. This would be a principle of practical prudence, 
corresponding neither to the apostolical ¢dea, nor to Paul's 
magnanimous character in following it out. — xaos yéyp.| 
Isa. lii. 15, closely cited after the LXX., who took W8 in each 
case as masculine. The passage runs according to the original: 
“ What was never told to them, they see; and what they have 
never heard, they perceive ;” and the subject is the kings, who 
become dumb before the glorified Servant of God, not the 
nations (Hengstenberg, Christol. II. p. 305; Philippi). But the 
actual state of the case—seeing that, along with the kings, 
their peoples also must see the glory of the Servant of God— 
allowed the apostle here to put the nations as the subject, the 
Gentile-peoples, to whom, through him, the Servant of God as 
yet unknown to them is made known, ze. Jesus Christ, in 
whom the Messianic fulfilment of that prophetic idea concern- 
ing the Servant of God, as the ideal of Israel, had appeared 
realized.' — ep) advrod] addition of the LXX. — éyporrac] 
they shall see, namely mentally, in knowledge and faith, 
(that which the preaching now brings before them). — o? ov« 
axnx.) namely, the news of Him (the gospel). —ovvjcovar] 
shall understand i (this news). Comp. Matt. xiii. 23, xv. 10. 

Ver. 22. co] because, namely, my apostolic mode of 
working, just described (vv. 20, 21), did not yet permit me 
to depart from the districts mentioned, inasmuch as there was 
still work to do in founding. Comp. Beza: “dum huc et 
illuc avocor, interpellatus et ita prohibitus.” Incorrectly 
Bengel, Reiche, and others: because in Rome the foundation 
was laid by others. Ver. 23 is decisive against this. — a 


principle, the Epistle to the Romans itself would stand in contradiction to it, is 
invalid, since that principle referred only to his working as present in person ; 
whence he thought of visiting the Romans only as d3sawepsvipesves (ver. 24), on his 
intended journey to Spain. But to address letters to a church of a Pauline 
stamp, which had nevertheless been founded by others, such as, in fact, he wrote 
to the Colossians and Laodiceans, was not excluded by the above principle, the 
point of which was rather the personal presence at the founding of churches, 
and the oral proclamation of salvation. 
1 Comp. Schultz, alttestam. Theol. II. p. 263 ff. 
ROM. II. Z 
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moda] more than moAAdxts, i. 13 (aoAdd): in the most cases 

(1retora, Plat. Hipp. maj. p. 281 B), as a rule, not “ so often” 
(Th. Schott). The Vulgate renders correctly: plerumque. See 
Schaefer, ad Bos. Ell. p. 427; Ast, ad Plat. Legg. p.62 £ Paul 
has had other hindrances also, but mostly such as had their 
ground in the above regulative principle of his working. Hof- 
mann understands évexorr. of external hindrances ; so that Paul 
means that he, even if he would, could not come otherwise 
than in pursuance of that principle, to Rome (whither that 
principle did not lead him). This is at variance with the fol- 
lowing vuvt Sé «.7.r., which in pneéte romov éyov év r. KX. T. 
expresses the removal now of the hindrance meant by évexomr. 
— Tod éGeiv| genitive dependent on the verb of hindering. 
See Bornemann, ad Yen. Anab. i. 7. 20; Fritzsche, ad Matth. 
p. 848. 

Vv. 23, 24.' But since I have now no longer room (scope, te. 
opportunitatem, see on xii 19; Kypke, II. p. 190) im these 
regions (from Jerusalem to [llyria, ver. 19). Paul had in all 
these countries founded churches, from which Christianity was 
now spreading through other teachers, and especially through 
his own disciples, over the whole; and consequently he con- 
sidered his apostolic calling to be fulfilled in respect of the 
region mentioned. His further working was to belong to the 
far west, where Christ was not yet named ; hence he meditated, 
in the next instance, transferring his activity in founding 
churches to Spain—a design, indeed, which Lucht denies that 
the apostle entertained, and imputes it to a later conception of 
his task, in accordance with which the plan of a journey to 
Spain was invented. Probably the comprehensive maxim, that 

1 With the omission of steouas wpcs tues after Yraviar, and of ydp after 
:Awit@ (see the critical notes), the course of the passage flows on simply, so that 
yes) 02, ver. 28, is connected with iawi%s, and all that intervenes is parenthetical. 
If éasde, apes ouas only be struck out and the ye, be retained, with Lachmann, 
Hofmann, Tischendorf, 8, a striking interruption of the construction results. To 
parenthesize iawiSw yap . . . inwaneéo (Lachmann, followed by Buttmann, lc. 
p. 252, comp. also Hofmann) is not suitable to the contents of the continuation, 
ver. 25. Ewald extends the parentheses from iawifw yap even to Auroupyioas 
avrois, ver. 27. But considering the entirely calm tenor of the whole passage, 


the probability of such large parcntheses, with all their intermediate clauses, is 
just as slight as the probability of an anacoluthia (Tisch. 8). 
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he had no longer a sphere of activity where Christianity 
might be planted at the principal places of a district by his 
personal exertions, was connected with the expectation of the 
nearness of the Parousia, before which the wAnpwpe of the 
Gentiles, and in consequence of this also all Israel, had to 
be brought in (xi 25). — éruroOlav] not summum desiderium 
(Beza), but see on iv. 11. The word is not found elsewhere ; 
but comp. ézwrd@nots, 2 Cor. vii. 7.— Tod édOetv] genitive 
dependent on ézruro8. — a7ro moan. ér.] now for many years ; 
comp. Luke viii. 43. — as ay] simulatque, so soon as. See on 
1 Cor. xi 34; Phil. it. 23. It is a more precise definition to 
what follows, not to the preceding éGeiy arpés twas (Hofmann), 
because otherwise Paul must have had in mind the plan of the 
journey to Spain for many years, which cannot be supposed 
either in itself or on account of Acts xvi. 9. This applies 
also against Tischendorf in his 8th edition. — S7raviay] The 
usual Greek name is "IBnpia (Herod. i. 163; Strabo, iii. 4. 
17, p. 166), but Eavia (although in the passages in Athen- 
aeus and Diodorus Siculus the variation ‘Iovavia is found) 
was probably also not rare, and that as a Greek form (Casau- 
bon, ad Athen. p. 574). The Roman form was ‘Iovavia (1 
Macc. viii. 3). It 18 the entire Pyrenaean peninsula. See 
Strabo, l..—That this project of a journey to Spain was not 
executed, see Introd. § 1. Primasius aptly remarks: “ Pro- 
miserat quidem, sed dispensante Deo non ambulavit.” Already 
at Acts xx. 25 a quite different certainty was before the 
apostle’s mind, and in his captivity he no longer entertained 
that plan of travel, Philem. 22, Phil. ii, 24. — dsaropevop. | 
“quia Romae jam fundata est fides,” Bengel.—ddq’ tpav] 
(see the critical notes): from you away. —amporreup. éxei] 
comp. 1 Cor. xvi. 6, 2 Cor. . 16, and on Acts xv. 3. As 
was his wont on his apostolical journeys, Paul hoped (“ quasi 
pro jure suo,” Bengel) to obtain an accompaniment on the part 
of some belonging to the church from Rome to Spain, by 
which we must, understand an escort all the way thither, since 
Paul would without doubt travel by sea from Italy to Spain, 
the shortest and quickest way. éxe?, in the sense of éxeice, 
according to a well-known attraction. See John xi 8, ¢ al, 
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and on Matt. ii, 22.— dao pép.] “non quantum vellem, sed 
quantum licebit,’ Grotius. It is a limitation owt of compii- 
ment. Comp. Chrysostom. But the reservation of later com- 
plete enjoyment (Hofmann) is an idea imported: mpwrov 
denotes in the first place (before I travel further), as Matt. vi. 
33, vii 5, viii 21, and frequently. — éuAno@a| of spiritual 
satisfaction through the enjoyment of the longed-for personal 
intercourse (vuav). Comp. Hom. Jl. xii 452; Kypke, IL 
p. 191. The commentary on this is given at i. 12. 

Ver. 25. Nuvi &é] is not, like the above vuri dé (ver. 23), 
to be regarded as resumptive, as Buttmann and Hofmann, in 
consequence of the reading éAsrif{w yap, ver. 24, take it—a view 
with which what was previously said of the journey to Spain 
by way of Rome does not accord, and the passage itself as- 
sumes a very stiff, contorted form. Observe, rather, that the 
first vuvd 5é, ver. 23, was said in contrast to the past (évexorr- 
Topny «.7.d.), but that the second vuvi sé, ver. 25, commencing 
a new sentence, is said in contrast to the promised future. 
“So I design and hope to do (as stated in ver. 24): but at 
present a journey to Jerusalem is incumbent upon me; after 
ats accomplishment I shall then carry out that promised one 
by way of Rome to Spain (ver. 28).” This vuvt é is more 
definite than if Paul had said, “ bud beforehand” (which Hof- 
mann with this view requires); for he thinks that now he is 
just on the point of travelling to Jerusalem, whereas “ but before- 
hand” would admit a later term of the rropevopar, — Staxovay 
Trois ay.] in service for the saints (Christians in Jerusalem), con- 
sequently not delaying the Romano-Spanish journey in his own 
interest. The present participle (not future, as Acts xxiv. 17, 
and see Bornemann, ad Xen. Anab. vii. 7. 17) designates the 
very travelling itself as part of the service. See Markland 
and Matthiae, ad Hur. Suppl. 154; Heindorf, ad Phaed. p. 
249 f.; Dissen, ad Pind. p. 81.—The intention, ascribed to 
the apostle, of protecting himself in rear by the collection- 


" Hofmann imports the connection : The participial sentence, ver. 23, is in- 
tended to express, ‘‘ under. what circumstances Paul is now setting out on a 
journey to Jerusalem,” instead of coming to Rome, whither he would otherwise 
at this time see himself destined and impelled. This is certainly not expressed. 
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journey, before he passed into the far west (Th. Schott), is a 
purely gratuituous assumption. 

Ver. 26. More precise information respecting the dsaxovay 
tots dy.: “ Placuit enim Macedonibus,” etc. On evdoe., they 
have been pleased, comp. Luke xii. 32; 1 Cor. 1.21; Gali15; 
Col. i. 19; 1 Thess. ii. 8. — xowwy. tivd rroujc. x.7.r.] to bring 
about a participation, in reference to the poor, te. to make a 
collection for them. The contributor, namely, enters into 
fellowship with the person aided, in so far as he xowvmvet tats 
n“peiats avtov, xii. 13; xotwvwvia is hence the characteristic 
expression for almsgiving, without, however, having changed its 
proper sense communio into the active one of communication ; 
“honesta et aequitatis plena. appellatio,” Bengel. Comp. 2 
Cor. ix. 13; Heb. xiii 16. The added twa, of some sort or 
other, corresponds to the freedom from constraint, and the con- 
sequent indefiniteness, of the amount to be aimed at. On the 
collection itself, see 1 Cor. xvi. 1 ff.; 2 Cor. vii. 9; Acts 
xxiv. 17. — rods mrwyovs tay ay.] the poor among the saints 
at Jerusalem. These were thus not all of them poor. Comp. 
Kiihner, II. 1, p. 290. Of the community of goods there is 
no longer a trace in Paul. Philippi incorrectly holds that 
the mrwyol tev dylwv are the poor saints generally. Since the 
genitive is in any case partitive (even in the passages in 
Matthiae, § 320, p. 791), the expression must at least have 
been tovs (not ray) év ‘Tepove. 

Ver. 27. Information, why they did so, by way of more 
precisely defining the mere evdoxyjoay previously expressed.' 
“ They have been pleased, namely, to do tt, and (this is the added 
element) their debtors they are.” — The Gentiles have acquired 
a share (éxovvwvnoay) in the spiritual possession of the Chris- 
tians of Jerusalem (avr@y), in so far as the mother church of 
Christianity was in Jerusalem, so that thus the spiritual 
benefits of Christianity, which in the first instance were 
destined for and communicated to the Jews and subsequently 
passed over also to the Gentiles, have been diffused from 
Jerusalem forth over the Gentile world (which march of 
diffusion so begun continues), as indeed in Antioch itself the 

1 **Est egregia dva pepe simul cum bwavepfwoss,” Grotius, 
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first church of Gentile Christianity was founded from Jeru- 
salem (Acts xi. 20).— tots avevpartcx.] for the benefits of 
Christianity (faith, justification, peace, love, hope, etc.) proceed 
from the Holy Spirit, are Ta ToD mMvevpaTos Séipa : comp. on 
Eph. i. 3. — rots capxexois] for the earthly possessions concern 
the material and physical phenomenal nature of man, which is 
his bodily form of existence. Comp. 1 Cor. ix. 11.— The 
conclusion is a majori, which they have received, ad minus, with 
which they are under obligation to requite it. Comp. Chry- 
sostom. By Aetoupyjoat, Paul places the almsgiving of love 
under the sacred point of view of a sacrificial service (see 
on xiii. 6, xv. 16), which is performed for the benefit of the 
recipients. Comp. 2 Cor. ix. I2; Phil ui 30, ii, 25.— That 
further, as Chrysostom, Calvin, Grotius, and many, including 
Riickert and Olshausen, assume, Paul intended “courteously 
and gently” (Luther) to suggest to the Romans that they 
should likewise bestow alms on those at Jerusalem, is very 
improbable, inasmuch as no reason is perceivable why he 
should not have ventured on a direct summons, and seeing, 
moreover, that he looked upon the work of collection as con- 
cluded, ver. 25. Without any particular design in view (Th. 
Schott thinks that he desired to settle the true relation be- 
tween the Gentile Christians and the apostle to the Gentiles), 
he satisfies merely his own evident and warm interest. 

Ver. 28. Todro| This work of service for Jerusalem. — x. 
oppayic. «.7.d.| and when I shall have sealed to them this fruit, 
ae. shall have confirmed the produce of the xotwvwvia, ver. 26, to 
them, secured it as their property. odpaylf. in the figurative 
sense: to confirm, to ratify (see on John ili. 33); for by 
delivery of the moneys they were, on the part of the apostle, 
confirmed to the recipients as the fruit collected for them, after 
the manner of the law of possession, as with seal impressed." 


1 The act of handing over itself, namely, was the e¢payis of the collection for 
the recipients. Before the delivery the moneys were indeed destined for them, 
but not yet de facto assured to them as property on the part of the apostle, the 
bearer. Theodore of Mopsuestia well explains the efpay:cdéu. by dwexepiocns xal 
3sdwxes, and adds, by way of assigning the reason: si ydp xa) oH yropen rev 
Jedeexdray cirsios Hy 6 xapwes, ZAAL TH psia aTIANS, oUwe BiLapiver avwep ovy ivexty 


ideém. Without any ground in the text, Hofmann introduces bearers appointed 
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The expression chosen has a certain solemnity; the apostle is 
moved by the thought that with the close of the work of love 
to which he refers he was to finish his long and great labours 
in the East, and was to take in hand a new field in the far 
West. In these circumstances, an unusual thoughtful ex- 
pression for the concluding act offers itself naturally. But 
that which Fritzsche finds in it (rendering of an account and 
other formalities) neither lies in the simple figurative word, 
nor was it doubtless intended by Paul, considering his apostoli- 
cal dignity. Others take ofpayic. in the proper sense, either 
thus: “when I have brought over the money to them, sealed” 
(Erasmus, Cornelius a Lapide, Estius), which, however, the 
words do not express at all, and how paltrily unapostolic the 
thought would be! or, referring avrots to the Greek Christians 
(so already Theodoret): “when I have made them secure with 
letter and seal respecting the right delivery of their collection” 
(Glockler, and so already Michaelis), against which, apari 
from the unsuitableness of the sense, it is decisive that 
avrois brooks no other reference than avray and avrois, ver. 
27 (comp. tots aylous, ver. 25). This also against Reithmayr, 
who brings out even a depositing for the almsgivers in God's 
treasury { 

Ver. 29. Paul is convinced that his advent to the Romans 
will not be without rich blessing from Christ; he will bring 
with him a fulness (copia, see on Eph. iii. 19) of Christ’s 
blessing. On the matter itself, comp. i. 11. — & is to be 
explained: furnished with. See Bernhardy, p. 209, and on 
1 Cor. iv. 21. Quite contrary to the words, Chrysostom, 
Oecumenius, Calvin, and others: “Scio me... vos inven- 
turum repletos omnibus donis spiritualibus,” Estius. — é¢pyo- 
pevos with the same verb éAevcopat; see Kiihner, II. 2, p. 
656, and ad Xen. Mem. iv. 2. 21. Comp. on 1 Cor. ii 1; 
Phil. ii. 2. 
on the part of the church, whom the apostle himself conducts to Jerusalem, 
thereby designating the gift to the recipients as one destined for them with hig 
knowledge and will, Hofmann’s objection, that the interpretation given above 
rather suggests that it should be termed an unsealing than a sealing, is a cavil 


tunning counter to the figurative usage elsewhere of cfpayifus and efpayis, 
and which might just as aptly be applied to Hofmann’s own explanation. 
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Vv. 30, 31. Even now (comp. Acts xx. 22, 23, xxi. 10 ff.) 
Paul anticipates that persecutions await him in Judaea on the 
part of the unbelieving (amreouvrwr, inobedientium, who refuse 
the éraxon wiotews; comp. xi. 30, 31; John iii. 36; Acts 
xiv. 2); but even on the part of the Palestinian Christians 
(r. drylos), he is not sure of a good reception for his dcaxovia, 
because he, the anti-Judaic apostle (comp. x. 21; Acts xxi 21), 
had set on foot and conducted a Gentzle-Christian collection. 
Hence the addition of the exhortation (mapuxudm) to the 
readers, subjoined by the continuative 5é, and how urgent and 
fervent !—— dua] belonging to mrapax.: by means of a moving 
reference to Christ, as xii 1, 2 Cor. x. 1.—The dydan tov 
arvevy. is the love wrought by the Holy Spirit (Gal. v. 22); 2 
Paul calls in specially by way of inciting his readers to com- 
pliance. — ovvaywy. poe év Tais mpocevy.] to contend along with 
me in the prayers which you make, hence: in your prayers. A 
very correct gloss is tudy (after mpocevy.) in codd. and vss. ; 
not one disfiguring the sense, as Reiche thinks, who explains: tn 
my prayer. So also Ewald. Paul might certainly, according 
to the sympathy of the fellowship of love, claim the joint 
striving of the readers in Ais prayers; but wurép éuov, which 
would otherwise be superfluous, points most naturally to the 
conclusion that the mpocevyat are those of the readers ; comp. 
2 Cor. i. 11; Col. iv. 12. The iirép euot apds tov Oecor is 
closely, and without the article, attached to rais mpocevyais 
(similarly to mpocetyecOas inrép, Col. i 9, et al.): in the 
prayers which you address to God for me (for my welfare). 
Fervent prayer is a striving of the inner man against the 
hostile or dangerous powers, which it is sought to avert or 
overcome, and for the aims, which it is sought to attain. 
Comp. on Col. lc. — iva pucO@ dé «7.A.] Aim of the joint 
striving: in order that I may be delivered from, etc. See on 
Matt. vi. 13. It did nof pass into fulfilment; even now the 
counsel of his Lord, Acts ix. 16, was to be accomplished. — 
4 Svax. pou 7 els ‘Iepove.| my rendcring of service destined for 
Jerusalem. See vv. 25, 26. Comp. 2 Cor. viii. 4, ix. 1. 

Vv. 32, 33. "Iva] Aim of ver. 31, and so final aim of cuva- 
yovicac@at «.7.r., ver. 30. Comp. Gal iv. 5.— dv yapa] in 
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joyfulness But as a prisoner he came to Rome, whither the 
will of God (8d Oedx}. Geov) led him, nevertheless, otherwise 
than it had been Ais desire (comp. i. 10). — cvvavarravcoaypar] 
refresh myself with you, namely, through the mutual communi- 
cation of faith, of inward experiences, of love, of hope, etc. 
Comp. ovpmapaxAnOjvar, i, 12.— In the closing wish, ver. 
33, the designation of God as 0 Qeds ris eipyyns, the God who 
brings about peace, was the more naturally suggested, as the 
forebodings of the opposite of eipyvn which he was going to 
encounter had just been before the apostle’s mind. Hence 
we have neither to assume a reference to the differences in 
xiv. 1 ff. (Grotius and others), nor to take eipxvm of the peace 
of reconciliation, v. 1 (Philippi), or in the wide sense of salus 
(Fritzsche). Comp. rather 1 Cor. xiv. 33; 2 Cor. xiii. 11; 
Phil iv. 9; Rom. xvi. 20; 1 Thess. v. 23. 


1 Jt would even with the reading iaday (see the critical notes), which Hofmann 
follows, belong to this word, beside which it stands, not to cvsasee. (Hofmann). 
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CHAPTER XVL 


Ver. 3. MWpfexav] Elz.: piox:Aray, against decisive evidence. 
After Acts xviii. 2; 1 Cor. xvi. 19 (Elz.). — Ver. 5.’ Acias} Elz. 
has ’Ayatas, against almost equally decisive evidence; but it 1s 
defended by Ammon and de Wette on the testimony of the 
Peschito, and because 1 Cor. xvi. 15 might certainly give occa- 
sion for changing ’Ay. into ’Ac. But the reading "Ay. might 
readily also have come into the text through the mere marginal 
writing of the parallel passage 1 Cor. Jc. especially if it was 
considered that Paul wrote his letter in Achaia; hence the 
greatly preponderant external attestation in favour of ’ Ac. retains 
its validity. — Ver. 6. is] approved by Griesb., adopted also by 
Lachm. and Tisch. 8, according to A B C* x* min. Syr. utr. Arr. 
Copt. Aeth. But Elz., Scholz, Tisch. 7, Fritzsche have jyée. 
Since Paul in the context sends greeting to persons who stood 
in a peculiar relation to himself, and thereby the alteration of 
iwes into sua was very easily suggested, the more does the 
external evidence turn the scale in favour of twé&s, especially 
as the reading # ixnw in DEF G, Vulg. It. Ruf. Ambrosiast. 
attests the original s¢ iuzs (of which it is an interpretation). — 
Ver. 7. of ... yiyo.] DEF G: ro apd uot. Gloss, following 
on a mistaken reference of the relative to d&aooréAog. — Ver. 14. 
The order of the names: ‘Epujv, MarpéBay,‘Epwey (so Lachm. and 
Tisch., also Fritzsche) is rendered certain by A BC D* FG Px, 
min. vss. Ruf. — Ver. 16. rdéco:] is wanting in Elz. but is 
justly adopted by Griesb., following Mill, and by later editors 
on decisive evidence, and because it might easily give offence. 
— Ver. 18. xa/ ebAcyias] is wanting in DEFG, min. It. Omitted 
through the homoeoteleuton. — Ver. 19. ig tun] The ordinary 
reading of ré before #9’ tui has the greatest preponderance of 
evidence against it. Lachm. and Tisch.: ig’ ium obv yaipa, as 
ABCLP x*, min. Dam. Ruf. read. Rightly: the sequence of 
the words in the Recepta (ya/pw ot first) is the ordinary one. 
— After ver. 20, éu74v in Elz. is condemned by decisive testi- 
mony. — Ver. 21. dordfovra:] Decisive witnesses have dord- 
(srs. Commended by Griesb., adopted by Lachm., Tisch., and 
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Fritzsche. The plural came to be introduced on account of the 
plurality of persons. — Ver. 24 is wanting entirely in ABC k, 5, 
187, Copt. Aeth. Vulg. ms. Harl.* Ruf.; it is found after ver. 
27 m P, 17, 80, Syr. Arm. Aeth. Erp. Ambrosiast. Omitted by 
Lachm. and Tisch. 8; rejected also by Koppe and Reiche, who 
think that it is an interpolated repetition of the benediction, 
ver. 20, which, after the transference of vv. 25-27 to the end of 
chap. xiv., was added in order not to leave the epistle without 
a conclusion. But the witnesses for omission are precisely those 
which have the doxology vv. 25-27 in the ordinary place, either 
merely in this place (as BC x, 137), or likewise also after chap. 
xiv. (as A P, 5); and the witnesses for the transposition of the 
verse to the end are likewise not those, which have the doxology 
merely after chap. xiv. or not at all. Hence we may with 
safety conclude that ver. 24 was omitted or transposed for the 
reason that copyists stumbled partly at the fact that Paul, con- 
trary to his manner elsewhere, should have joined a blessing 
and a doxology together, and partly at least at the circumstance 
that he should have placed the latter after the former (all other 
epistles conclude with the blessing). 

On the doxology, vv. 25-27. This is found (1) at the end of 
chap. xvi., in BC D* Ex, 16, 66,’ 80, 137, 176, codd. in Ruf. 
codd. in Erasm. Syr. Erp. Copt. Aeth. Vulg. ms. and ed. Clar. 
Germ. Ruf. Ambrosiast. Pel. and the other Latin Fathers. 
(2) It is found at the end of chap. xiv. in L and almost all min. ; 
further, in the Greek lectionaries, the Arab. vss., in Polyglots, 
Syr. p. Goth. (?) Slav. ms, and ed. codd. in Ruf. Chrys. Theo- 
doret, Damasc. Theophyl. Oecum. Theodul.: (3) It is found at 
both places in A P, 5,17, 109, lat. Finally (4), it is not found 
at all in D***? F G (where, however, after chap. xiv., a gap of 
six lines is left), codd. in Erasm. codd. in Jerome*® Marcion. 
Nee the complete examination of the evidence in Reiche, Comm. 
erit., and Tisch. 8, also Lucht, p. 49 ff—Among the critics and 


’ A transcript of the first Erasmian edition, which, however, has on the mar- 
gin the observation, that iv reis wadraios dvrrypégos this doxology stands at the 
end of chap. xiv. 

3 In D, namely, the doxology from the first hand stands after chap. xvi., but 
the emendator indicates it as to be deleted, without assigning it to the end of 
chap. xiv. 

3 Jerome on Eph. iii. 5 : ‘* Qui volunt prophetas non intellexisse, quod dixe- 
rint . . . illud quoque, quod ad Rom. in plerisque codd. invenitur, ad confirma- 
tionem sui dogmatis trahunt legentes: ei autem, qui potest vos ‘roborare, etc.” 
But that already before Marcion the doxology was wanting in codd., there is no 
certain trace. 





C) 
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exegetes, (1) the ordinary position in chap. xvi. has been main- 
tained by the Complut. Erasm. Steph. Beza (ed. 3-5), Calvin, 
Bengel, Koppe, Bohme, Rinck, Lachmann, Kollner, Scholz, 
Fritzsche, de Wette, Riickert, Reithmayr, Philippi, Tischendorf, 
Tholuck, Ewald, van Hengel, and others. (2) The position 
after xiv. 23 has heen approved by Grotius, Mill, Wetstein, and 
Semler, following Beza (ed. 1 and 2); Griesbach and Matthiae re- 
moved it to that place in their critical texts ; and Morus, Paulus, 
Eichhorn, Klee, Schrader, Hofmann, Laurent, and others 
thereto. (3) The verses were rejected as spurious by Schmidt, 
Einl, in’s N. T. p. 227, Reiche, Kreh], Lucht.—Now the ques- 
tion 18: Is the doxology genuine? and if it is, has zt rts original 
position at the close of chap. xiv. or of chap. xvi.? We answer: L. 
The doxology 1s genuine. For (a) the witnesses for entire omis- 
sion are, as against the preponderance of those who have it in 
one of the two passages or in both, much too weak, especially 
as the transposition and double insertion are very capable of 
explanation (see below). (6) The language and the entire cha- 
racter of it are highly Pauline,—a fact which even opponents 
must admit, who accordingly assume its compilation out of 
Pauline phrases. (c) The contents of it admirably suit the 
entire contents of the epistle. (d) The internal reasons adduced 
against it by its assailants are completely untenable. It is 
maintained (see especially Reiche, and comp. Lucht): (a) That 
at each place, where the doxology appears, it is unsuitable. 
But it appears as disturbing the connection only after xiv. 23, 
and it is not at all unsuitable after chap. xvi, where it rather, 
after the closing wishes more than once repeated, forms with 
great appropriateness and emphasis the main conclusion which 
now actually ensues. (8) That it has not the simplicity of the 
Pauline doxologies, is pompous, overloaded, ete. It is certainly 
more bulky and laboured than others; but no other Pauline 
doxology stands at the end of an entire epistle where the great 
power of thought in the writing concentrated itself in feeling— 
no other at the end of a section, the purport and importance 
of which can be compared with that of the entire Epistle to the 
Romans. Hence it can by no means appear strange that such 
a doxology has obtained the character of overflowing fulness 
from the whole recollection of what had been written,—a col- 
lective recollection which, so far from being fitted to beget in a 
rich and lively disposition only an ordinary and plain thanksgiv- 

1 Un-Pauline constituent elements and modes of representation, which Lucht 
believes are to be found generally in the two last chapters, have no existence in 
reality ; the grounds of offence are disposed of by the exposition. 
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ing to God, is fitted rather to produce an outpouring of fervour 
and fulness of thought, under the influence of which the inte- 
rest of easy expression and of simple presentation falls into the 
background. (vy) That the whole conception is uncertain, many 
expressions and combinations are obscure, unusual, even quite 
unintelligible; and (2) that the conjunction of slayy. wov xa/ ¢. 
xjpuywe I. X. is un-Pauline and unsuitable; as is in like man- 
ner gavepwhiveos, Which verb is never used by Paul of the utter- 
ances of the prophets——groundless occasions of offence, which 
are made to disappear by a correct explanation. On such 
internal grounds Reiche builds the hypothesis, that in the 
public reading the merely eyistolary last two chapters were omitted ; 
that the public reading thus ended at xiv. 23; and the doxology 
spoken at the end of that reading was written first on the mar- 
gin, afterwards also in the text, consequently after xiv. 23, whence 
copyists, on recognising its unsuitable position, removed 2t to the end 
of the epistle. It 1s thus the work of an anagnostes, who compiled 
at clumsily from Pauline formulas, and that in imitation of the con- 
clusion of the Epistle of Jude." In opposition to this whole view, 
it is particularly to be borne in mind: (1) that the assumption 
that only the doctrinal part of the epistle was publicly read is 
a pure fancy, and is as much at variance with the high rever- 
ence for what was apostolic, as with the circumstance that, 
according to the lectionaries, these very chapters xv. and xvi. 
consist wholly of sections for reading; (2) that at least xv. 
1-13 would have been included in the reading, and the doxo- 
logy must thus have obtained its place after xv. 13; (3) that 
the presumed custom of uttering a doxology when the reading 
of an apostolic writing was finished, does not at all admit of 
proof; (4) that a Pauline doxology would have been chosen for 
imitation more naturally than that of Jude 24, 25, as indeed, 
conversely, Jude /.c. would more naturally presuppose an ac- 
quaintance with our passage ; (5) that +d stayy. wou was not at all 
suitable to the person of an anagnostes ; and indeed an imitative 
reader was hardly in the position and mood to pour forth an 
expression of praise in so overflowing a gush, and thereby in 
anacoluthic construction. But when Lucht refuses a Pauline 
character to the doxology, in respect not merely of form and dic- 
tion, but also of the thought which it contains, and recognises in 
it a gnosticizing and conciliatory stamp, this judgment rests on 
misinterpretations in detail and on presuppositions, which lie 
altogether outside the range of the N. T., along with a recourse 

1In the Comment. crit. p. 116, Reiche is of opinion that it may have been 
added ‘‘a homine privato, qui ingenio suo indulgeret.” 
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to the rejection of the genuineness not merely of the Pastoral 
epistles, but also of the so-called epistles of the captivity —IT. 
The position of the doxology after xvi. 24 13 the original one. 
For (a) the external witnesses for this view are preponderant, 
not indeed in number, but in value. See above, and compare 
Gabler, Praef. ad Griesb., Opuse. p. 24. (0) Its position at the 
end of chap. xvi. was quite fitted to excite offence and to occa- 
sion a transposition, partly because no other epistle of the 
apostle concludes with a doxology; partly because here even 
the usual formal conclusion of an epistle (the apostolical bless- 
ing) immediately precedes ; partly because suds ornpita: seemed 
specially to refer back to the section respecting the weak in 
faith. The latter point was decisive at the same time as to the 
place to which—the connection between chap. xiv. and xv. 
as a unity being far from sufficiently appreciated—the doxology 
was referred, namely after xiv. 23, where there is the last direct 
mention of the weak, while xv. 1 then turns directly to the strong. 
Several other defenders of the ordinary position (see especially 
Koppe, Eze. II. p. 404; Gabler, lc. p. 26; Bertholdt, Hinleté. 
VI. § 715; Hug, Fini. IL. p. 397, with whom Reithmayr agrees) 
thought, indeed, that the omission of at least chap. xvi. in the 
reading of the letter had occasioned the beautiful and weighty 
doxology, which it was desired should not be excluded from the 
reading, to be placed after chap. xiv.—not after chap. xv., either 
(Bertholdt, Hug) because chap. xv. has already a conclusion, 
or because the supposed reference of ornpi%a: to the weak in 
faith pointed out that place. But the whole supposition that an 
integral portion of the epistle was omitted in reading 1s entirely 
incapable of being established. Not more plausible is the 
theory to which Rinck has recourse (comp. already Zeger and 
Bohme) : “ In codd. ex recensione Marcionis perscriptis libraries, 
ipso fortasse Marcione auctore, clausulam ex fine eprstolae assutsse, 
et postquam quod deerat a correctoribus suppletum esset, alvos 
hance clausulam wterasse, altos hine, alros rlline, alvos utrimque 
ejecisse” (Lucubr. crit. p. 135). Marcion himself and his dis- 
ciples rejected (Origen, interpr. Ruf’), indeed, the doxology on 
account of its contents (see especially ver. 26, did. re ypapav wpopn- 
rixav) ; but the orthodox certainly did not concern themselves 
with Marcionitic copies ; indeed, Origen says expressly, that in 
the copies “ guae non sunt a Marcione temerata,” the doxology is 
found differently placed either after chap. xiv. or after chap. xvi. 
Ewald, regarding vv. 3-20 as the fragment of an epistle to the 
Ephesians, believes that a reader somewhere about the beginning 
of the second century observed the heterogeneous character of 
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that portion, but then excised too much, namely chap. xv. and 
xvi, Such a copy, in his view, Marcion had ; but now that 
chap. xiv. was without a proper conclusion, at ‘least the doxo- 
logy xvi. 25-27 came to be appended thereto by other copyists. 
But apart from the above opinion respecting vv. 3-20 in itself 
(see, in opposition to it, the critical notes on chap. xv.), it would 
not be at all easy to see why they should not have removed 
merely vv. 3-20 from the copies, and why, instead of this, 
chap. Xvi should have been entirely excised, and even chap. 
xv. in addition. To explain this, the smaller importance of this 
chapter—which, moreover, is assumed without historical war- 
rant—does not suffice.—Further, if the genuineness of the doxo- 
logy itself, as well as its customary position, is to be esteemed 
assured, it follows at the same time from what we have said (1) 
in respect of the duplication of the doxology after chap. xiv. and 
xvi. in critical authorities, that it proceeds from those who, while 
aware of the difference as to the place of the words, were not 
able or did not venture to decide respecting the original posi- 
tion, and hence, taking the certain for the uncertain, inserted 
the words in both places ; (2) in respect of the entire omission 
in authorities, that it is the work of an old precarious criticism, 
which drew from the uncertain position the conclusion of non- 
genuineness, along with which there operated the consideration, 
that the doxology was unsuitable after xiv. 23 as interrupting 
the connection, and after xvi. 24 as having its place even after 
the concluding wish. 





Vv. 1, 2. Recommendation (cvviornur, comp. 2 Cor. v. 12, 
e al. ; see Jacobs, ad Anthol. IX. p. 438; Bornemann, ad Yen. 
Symp. iv. 63, p. 154) of Phoebe, who is held to be the bearer 
of the epistle-—a supposition which there is nothing to con- 
tradict. In the twofold predicate, aderd. judy (our, i.e. my 
and your Christian sister) and otoay Sid«. «.7.X., there lies a 
twofold motive, a@ more general and a more special one, for 
attending to the commendation. — d:dxovoy] feminine, as Dem. 
762. 4: Ssaxovov, 9 tus éxypyto. The designation by the 
word Staxdyvsooa, not used in classical Greek, is found only 
subsequently, as frequently in the Constitutt. apost. See, on 
these ministrae, as they are called in Pliny, Hp. x. 97, the 
female attendants on the poor, sick, and strangers of the 
church, Bingham, Orig. I. pp. 341-366; Schoene, Geschichts- 
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Jorsch. wb. d. kirchl. Gebr. IIT. p. 102 ff.; Herzog, in his 
Encykl. WII. p. 368 f. Very groundlessly Lucht, because this 
service in the church was of later date (but comp. xii. 7; 
Phil. i. 1), pronounces the words otcay... Keyyp. not to 
belong to Paul, and ascribes them to the supposed editor. 
Respecting the yjpar, 1 Tim. v. 9, see Huther in loc. — 
Keyypeai, eastern port of Corinth, on the Saronic Gulf. See 
Wetstein. Comp. on Acts xviii. 18. — iva avriy, «.7.r.] Aim of 
the commendation. — éy xvpim] characterizes the mpocdéyec- 
Gat as Christian ; it is to be no common service of hospitality, 
but to take place in Christ, ze. so that it is fulfilled in the 
fellowship of Christ, in virtue of which one lives and moves 
in Christ. Comp. Phil ii. 29. — dfiws trav dylwv] either: as 
at is becoming for saints (Christians) to receive fellow-Christians 
(so ordinarily), or: “ sicut sanctos excipi oportet,’ Grotius, Chry- 
sostom. The former (so also Fritzsche and Philippi) is the 
correct explanation, because most naturally suggesting itself, 
as modal definition of the action of receiving. — xa) yap avrn] 
nam et tpsa, for she also on her part (not arn, haec).— mpo- 
oraris| a directrix, protectress (Lucian, bis accus. 29; Dio Cass. 
xlii. 39 ; Dindorf, Soph. 0. C. 459, and Praef. ad Soph. p. LXI. ; 
Lobeck, Paralip. p. 271). She became (2c. se praestitit, Kiihner, 
ad Xen, Anab, i. 7. 4) a patrona multorum through the exer- 
cise of her calling. Paul might, indeed, have written vrapa- 
oraris, corresponding to vrapaorjre (Xen. Mem. ii. 1. 32 ; Soph. 
Trach. 891, Oed.C. 559; comp. éy vooors trapactaris, Muso- 
nius in Stob. fl. p. 416, 43); but he selects the word which is 
conformable to her official position, and more honourable. — 
Kal avrod éuod] and of myself, my own person (see on vil. 25). 
Historical proof of this cannot be given. Perhaps Paul had 
once been ill during a sojourn with the church of Cenchreae. 

Vv. 3-16. The apostle’s salutations. 

Vv. 3, 4. IIploxa (2 Tim. iv. 19) is not different from 
TIpicxra; comp. on Acts xviii, 2.— Her husband’ Aquila 


1 That Paul names the wife jirst, is not to be regarded as accidental. Pro- 
bably the preponderant Christian activity and estimation were on her side. 
Hence here, where both are saluted (comp. 2 Tim. iv. 19), the precedence of the 
wife,—a distinction for which in 1 Cor. xvi. 19, where both salute, no occasion 
was given. On the precedence given to the wife in Acts xviii. 18, see in loc. 
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was a native of Pontus (Acts xviii. 1), and Reiche incorrectly 
conjectures that he was called Pontius Aquila, which name 
Luke erroneously referred to his native country ;' for, looking 
to the close connection in which Aquila stood with Paul, and 
Paul again with Luke, a correct acquaintance with the matter 
must be presumed in the latter. This married couple, expelled 
from Rome as Jews under Claudius, had been converted at 
Corinth by Paul (see on Acts xviii. 1), had then migrated 
to Ephesus (Acts xviii. 18, 26; 1 Cor. xvi. 19), are now 
again in Rome, but, according to 2 Tim iv. 19, were at a later 
period once more in Ephesus. — é€y Xpior@ *Inood| Distinc- 
tive character of cuvepyovs; for labour for the gospel lives 
and moves in Christ as its very element. Comp. vv. 9, 12. 
— Ver. 4. The marks of parenthesis are to be omitted, be- 
cause the construction is not interrupted. — ofrives x.7.X.] Note 
the peculiar grownds assigned (quippe qwi) for this and several 
following greetings. — d7rép] not instead of, but for, in order 
to the saving of my life. — ov éavr. tpdynr. bréOnxar] have 
submitted their own neck, namely, under the executioner’s axe. 
In the absence of historical information we can just as little 
decide with certainty on the question whether the expression 
is to be taken literally, that is, of a moment when they were 
to be-actually executed but in some way or other were still 
saved, or (so the expositors) figuratively, of the incurring of an 
extreme danger to life—as on the question where the incident 
referred to took place? whether at Ephesus, Acts xix.? or 2 
Cor. i 8? or at Corinth, Acts xvii. 6 ff.? or elsewhere ? 
or, generally, in the midst of labour and tribulation shared 
with Paul? Wetstein, Heumann, and Semler think of bail 
(i7réOnxay would then be: they gave pledge; see Lobeck, ad 
Phryn. p. 468). Possibly; but the nearest conception which 
offers itself as the words stand is that of rpayndoxoreiy 
(Plut. Mor. p. 398 D), whether it be thought of as a reality or 
as @ figure. The latter, however, 1s, as being said of both, the 
most probable. The readers knew what was meant. — Tov 
éOvav] On account of this sacrifice for me, the apostle of the 

' Aquila also, the translator of the Bible, was, as is well known, from Pontus 
(Sinope). 

ROM. I. 2A 
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Gentiles. The notice contemplates the inclusion of the Roman 
church, which in fact was also a Gentile church. 

Ver. 5. Kat ray nar’ oix. adr. éxxr.] and the church which 
as in their house. Considering the size of Rome, it may be 
readily conceived that, besides the full assembly of the collec- 
tive church, particular sectional assemblies were also formed, 
which were wont to meet in the houses of prominent members 
of the church. Such a house was that of Aquila and Priscilla, 
who had also in Ephesus given their dwelling for a similar 
object, 1 Cor. xvi 19; Col. iv. 15; Philem. 2. Such house- 
churches are related therefore to the collective community, 
to which, as such, the epistles are directed, simply as the part, 
which has in addition its own special greeting, to the whole. 
Others (following Origen, Chrysostom, Theophylact, etc., with 
Koppe, Flatt, Klee, Glockler) hold that the inmates of the house- 
hold are intended. An arbitrary assumption of an unexampled 
hyperbole in the use of éxxAnola. That all the following 
saluted persons, up to ver. 12, were members of the house-church 
of Aguila and Prisca (Hofmann), is an arbitrary assumption, 
which is rendered very improbable by the repeated domrdcac Oe, 
forming in each case a fresh beginning. —’Ezaiverov'] Un- 
known like all the following down to ver. 15, but see the note 
on ‘Potdoy, ver. 13. The traditions of the Fathers made most 
of them bishops and martyrs (see Justiniani, Comm., and 
Braun, Sel. sacr. i. 2. 29 ff.), and the Synopsis of Dorotheus 
places most of them among the seventy disciples. That 
Epaenetus had come to Rome with Aquila and Prisca (Hof- 
mann), is very precariously conjectured from his being men- 
tioned immediately after that couple. — dzapy1 ris Ac. eis 
X.] jirst-fruits of Asia (partitive genitive, see on Vili. 23) in 
reference to Christ, te. that one of the Asiatics, who had first 
been converted to Christ.?——’Ac. is the western portion of 
Asia Minor, as in Acts ii. 9; 1 Cor. xvi. 19; 2 Cor. i. 8. 

7 On the accentuation of the name, as well as that of "Epaeres, ver. 22, see 
Lipsius, gramm. Unters. p. 80. The name itself is also frequently found in 
the Greek writers. 

2 With the reading awapyn ris "Axates it was necessary, in order not to fall 
into variance with 1 Cor. xvi. 15, to take awapys as @ first-fruit, one of the 
Jirst converted,—certainly an explanatory makeshift, which weakens greatly the 











CHAP. XVI. 6, 7. 371 


Ver. 6. How far Mary had toiled much for the Romans (eis 
vas), was as well known to the readers and to the apostle 
himself, who awards to her on that account the salutation of 
acknowledgment and commendation, ag it is unknown to us. 
It may have happened abroad (as van Hengel and others 
think) or in Rome itself through eminent loving activity, 
possibly in a special emergency which was now past (hence 
not «omg, but the aorist), Reiche refers éxom. to activity in 
teaching, for which, however, since the text annexes no defini- 
tion (as in 1 Tim. v. 17), and since Mary is not more specially 
known, there is no reason, and generally, as respects public 
teaching (1 Cor. xiv. 34, 35), little probability. On eis, comp. 
Gal iv. 11. 

Ver. 7. ‘Iovviayv] is taken by Chrysostom, Grotius, and 
others, including Reiche, as feminine (Junia, who is then to 
be regcrded probably as the wife or sister of Andronicus) ; 
but by most of the more recent expositors as a masculine 
name, Junias, equivalent to Junianus (therefore to be accented 
"Iovmas). No decision can be arrived at, although the follow- 
ing description, ver. 7 (in opposition to Fritzsche), commends the 
latter supposition. — ovyyeveis] is explained by many (includ- 
ing Reiche, de Wette, Hofmann) as member of the same race 
or people (according to ix. 3). But the explanation kinsmen is 
to be preferred, partly because the word itself, without other 
definition in the context, immediately points to this (Mark 
vi 4; Acts x. 24, e¢ al.); partly because it is only in this sense 
that it has a significance of special commendation ; especially as 
in Rome there were many Jewish-Christians, and hence one 
does not see how the epithet was to be something characteristic 
in the particular case of those named, if it signified only 
kindred in the sense of belonging to the same people. We 
know too little of the apostle’s kindred (comp. also Acts xxiii. 
16), to reject this explanation on account of vv. 11, 21, or 
to venture to employ it-in throwing suspicion on the genuine- 


significance of the notice, and by which 1 Cor. Uc. would also be affected. Not 
less forced would be the combination, by which we should regard Epaenetus as 
an inmate of Stephanaa’ house, who had been converted at the same time with 
him (Tholuck, yet only permissively, following older interpreters). 
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ness of the chapter (Baur). . But Reiche’s reason—that Andro- 
nicus and Junias are expressly designated as Jews, because 
it would just be non-Jews who were saluted —is quite 
futile, since the nationality of those previously saluted is 
unknown to us, and Aquila and Prisca were likewise Jews.' 
Just as groundlessly, Hofmann thinks that in an epistle to the 
Gentile-Christian church the Kinsmen of the apostle would 
be Jews. This is purely arbitrary, and yields, besides, for 
the designation of the persons intended an element, which, in 
the case of the actual relatives of the Jewish-Christian apostle, 
is quite obvious of <tself, and the mention of which, moreover, 
in presence of the Gentile-Christians, would have been some- 
what indelicate—Where and in what manner they had been 
imprisoned with Paul, is, owing to the incompleteness of the 
information in the book of Acts (comp. on 2 Cor. vi. 5), 
entirely unknown. Clement, 1 Cor. v., states that Paul had 
seven times borne fetters. Ewald, in connection with his view 
that we have here a fragment of an epistle to the Ephesians, 
assumes that Andronicus and Junias, while Paul was impni- 
soned in Rome, lay at the same time confined in Lphesus ; 
and Lucht perceives only the anachronism of a forger.— 
érianpot év 7. atroor.| érionpos, like insignis, a vox media 
(comp. Matt. xxvii. 16), here in the good sense: distinguished, 
ae. most honowrably known by the apostles. Comp. Eur. Hee. 
379: émionuos &v Bporois, Hippol. 103; Polyb. x. 3. 3, xv. 
34. 3; Lucian, mere. cond. 28. So Beza, Grotius, and others, 

1 Probably Mary also—the name already points to this—was a Jewess; indeed, 
Epaenetus himself appears to have been a Jew (against Hofmann), since he is 
chatacterized generally as the first-fruits of Asia, not as awapyh caw ifves of this 
country, and according to history, the Christian first-fruits of a country in- 
habited also by Jews were, as a rule, Jews. Comp. Acts xviii. 6, xxviii. 24 ff. 

2 The expression itself places the relation of their captivity under the 
figurative conception of captivity in war (vii. 23; 2 Cor. x. 5; Eph. iv. 8). 
Comp. Lucian, Asin. 27; Photius, Bibl. p. 188, 8. As the Christians, and 
peculiarly the teachers and overseers in the service of Christ, their commander- 
in-chief, are svrcpacswras amongst one another (see on Phil. ii. 35, Philem. 2), so 
also are they, in captivity with one another, cvvasypdawees (see on Col. iv. 10, 
Philem. 23). An arbitrary play of interpretation occurs in Hofmann: those 
whom Christ has won from the world and made His own, just as the apostle 
himself. Aptly Chrysostom points out the fellowship of suffering with Paul, 
implied in evva:zuda., as the most glorious crown of these men. 
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including Koppe, Flatt, Reiche, de Wette, Fritzsche, Philippi, 
van Hengel, Hofmann, and rightly; for dmoorodos is used 
by Paul only in 1 Cor. xv. 7 in the wider sense (comp. 
Acts xiv. 4, 14), nevertheless even there with such restriction 
that James and the twelve are included in the reference. 
Hence we must not, especially considering our entire ignorance 
of the two persons, explain, with Origen, Chrysostom, Luther, 
Calvin, Estius, Wolf, and many others, including Tholuck, 
Koller, Riickert, Reithmayr, Ewald: distinguished among the 
apostles (in other words, distinguished apostles). That Andro- 
nicus and Junias were held in peculiar honour by the apostles, 
does not exclude their repute with the Christians generally, 
but rather points, for their especial commendation, to closer 
relations which they had with the apostles. Lucht mis- 
interprets the expression of azrocr. of the original apostles in 
contrast to Paul. — «apo éeuod] That they had been converted 
exactly at Pentecost (Grotius, Koppe), is just as little capable 
of proof, as that they had been the first preachers of the gospel 
in Rome (Wolf). — yeyovaow év X.] not: became apostles in 
Christ (Reithmayr, following Origen), but: became Christians, 
entered the fellowship of Christ, attained to the évy Xpior@ elvar, - 
They were thus apyatoe panrat (Acts xxi. 16). “ Venerabiles 
facit aetas, in Christo maxime,” Bengel. On yiveo@az év, see 
Nagelsbach, z. Jlias, p. 295, ed. 3; comp. on Phil ii. 7. 

Vv. 8, 9. "Apadtav] the abbreviated ’Apuaddroy, as codd., 
vss., and Fathers actually read, a name which (in form like 
Donatus, Fortunatus, etc., see Grotius) was frequent; see Gruter, 
Ind. — &v xvpie] gives to the dyar. pu. the specific Christian 
character ; comp. on ver. 2.— +. ouvepy. nuav] pov refers, 
since Paul speaks always of himself in the singular here, to the 
readers along with himself, comp. ver. 1, not to those named 
in vv. 3-8 (van Hengel). He was probably a stranger who 
was at this time in Rome, and united his activity with that of 
Roman Christians towards the extension and furtherance of 
the gospel, whereby he was a fellow-labourer of the apostle 
and of the readers. — The name Stayus: Inser. 268. 

Ver. 10. Apelles (comp. Hor. Sat. I. v. 100) is not to be 
confounded with the celebrated Apollos (Acts xviii 24; 1 Cor. 
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i, 12, iii 4), as Origen, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Grotius, and 
others have done. Whether he was a freedman remains an 
open question, owing to the frequency of the name, which 
also occurs of freedmen. — roy Soxuypov dy X.] te. the tried 
Christian. Christ, the personal object of his believing fidelity, 
is conceived as the element wherein he is approved. Comp. 
dpovipos ev X., 1 Cor. iv. 10, and similar passages. — rovs 
éx tav "AptotoBovrov] those of the people (perhaps: slaves) 
of Aristobulus, comp. 1 Cor. i 11. That Paul means the 
Christians among them, is self-evident; in the similar saluta- 
tion, ver. 11, he adds it redundantly. Aristobulus himself 
was therefore no Christian; unless he (so Grotius) had been 
already dead, in which case he might have been a Christian. 
Vv. 11,12. Narcissus is by Grotius, Michaelis, and Neander, 
held to be the powerful freedman of Claudius (Suet. Claud. 
28; Tacit. Ann. xi. 29 ff, xii. 57). It is possible, although 
Narcissus, according to Tacitus, Ann. xiii 1, was already dead 
(see Wieseler, Chronol. p. 371 ff). A decision, however, 
cannot be arrived at; but, considering the frequency of the 
name, the suspicion of an anachronism (Lucht) is groundless. 
.—The three women, ver. 12, perhaps deaconesses, are other- 
wise unknown. Note how fersis is distinguished above the 
two previously named women ; as also how delicately Paul has 
not added pov, after tv ayarnrny, as with the men’s names, 
vv. 8, 9, although he means Ais sentiment of love towards 
Persis. Observe, also, the distinction between xomuaas (pre- 
sent) and éxovriacev, The particular circumstances of the case 
are unknown to us. 

Ver. 13. Rufus may be the son of Simon of Cyrene, Mark 

_ xv. 21. Comp. in loc. The fact that in Mark, who probably 
wrote in Rome, the man is assumed to be well known, would 
agree with the eulogy here: tov éxXexrov ev xupl, the elect 
one in the fellowship of the Lord, 2.c. who 28 distinguished as a 
Christian.’ For if these words denoted merely the Christian, 


1 On ixaszrés, exquisitus, in the sense of excellens (comp. 1 Tim. v. 21; 1 Pet. 
fi, 4; 2 John i. 18; Wisd. iii. 14; Bar. iii. 30), because it is just the selected that 
is wont to be the ‘eminently qualified, see Schleusner, Thes. II. p. 289. But 
Hofmann explains as if it ran eéy ixassrés ov: who is to me a choice Christian 
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“who in fellowship with the Lord is chosen to blessedness” 
(Reiche), they would not—as is, nevertheless, the case with all 
the remaining predicates—express a special element of com- 
mendation. — «ai éuod] pregnant, delicate, and grateful hint 
of the peculiar love and care which Paul (where and how, is 
entirely unknown’) had enjoyed at her hands, Comp. ver. 2; 
1 Cor. xvi. 18; Philem. 11; and see on 1 Cor. 1. 2. 

Vv. 14,15. Hermas was not, as already Origen declared 
him to be, the composer of the book © zro¢unv,? which, accord- 
ing to the Canon Muratorianus, is said to have been composed 
by a brother of the Roman bishop Pius [, and in any case 
belongs to no earlier period than the second century. — x. T. 
avy alto dderg.] It is possible, but on account of the more 
general designation deviating from ver. 5, not probable, that 
those named here as well as in ver. 15 were members, well 
known to the apostle, of two éxxAnaias in Rome (so Hofmann), 
according to which view by the brethren with them would be 
meant the remaining persons taking part in these assemblies, 
for the most part doubtless unknown to him, It is possible 
also that some other Christian associations unknown to us 
(Fritzsche and Philippi think of associations of trade and 
commerce) are intended. We have no knowledge on this 
point. Reiche thinks of two misston-societies, But sdvtes, 
ver. 15, points to a considerable number, and there is no trace 
in the Book of Acts of so formal and numerous mission- 
societies ; they were doubtless still foreign to that period. 
Probably also Paul would have given some thoughtful indica- 
tion or other of this important characteristic point—The 
whole of the names in vv. 14, 15 are found in Gruter and 
brother ; he calls the ordinary interpretation unapostolic (wherefore ?), and 
groundlessly appeals to cn» dyarnrmy, ver. 12. In the case of the latter the 
loving subject is, according to a very common usage, self-evident. 

1 Hofmann entertains the conjecture, which is in no way capable of proof, that 
Rufas lived with his mother in Jerusalem when Paul himself sojourned there ; 
and that then Paul dwelt in the house of the mother, and enjoyed her motherly 
care.—If, again, the demonstration of love intended falls in a lates: period of the 
apostle’s life, his expression in our passage is the more courteous; hence it by 
no means requires the above precarious combination. 


* The critical discussions as to this work, quite recently conducted by Zahn, 
and Lipsius in particular, have no bearing here. 
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elsewhere.—Julia appears to have been the wife of Philologus ; 
the analogy of the following Nypéa x. rhv aderdny -avtod 
makes it less probable that the name denotes a man (Julias, 
comp. on ver. 7). 

Ver. 16. The series of greetings which Paul has to offer 
From himself is concluded. But he now desires that his readers 
should also exchange greetings among one another, reciprocally, 
and that with the loving sign of the holy Aiss. The subject 
of this greeting is thus every member of the church himself, who 
kisses another (see on 1 Cor. xvi. 20), not Paul, so that meo 
nomine should be supplied (Bengel, Koppe). This is forbidden 
by a@dAnAovs. Comp. 1 Cor. lc. ; 2 Cor. xiii. 12; Justin, 
Ap. i. 65. The case is otherwise with 1 Thess. v. 26 (see 
Liinemann in loc.).—The ancient custom, especially in the 
East, and particularly among the Jews, of uniting a greeting 
with a kiss, gave birth to the Christian practice of the dyvov 
hirnua (1 Pet. v. 14: hierjua ayarns; Const. ap. ii. 57. 12, 
viii. 5.5: ro dy xupip didrnua, Tertullian, de orat. 4: osculum 
pacis), termed Gytov, because it was no profane thing, but had 
Christian consecration, expressing the holy Christian fellow- 
ship of love.'— waécat] From many churches greetings had 
been doubtless entrusted to the apostle for the Romans, since 
he had certainly not previously withheld from them his project 
of travelling to Rome (perhaps also, of writing thither before- 
hand). Concerning the rest, what Erasmus says holds good : 
“ Quoniam cognovit omnium erga Romanos studium, omnium 
nomine salutat.” The universal shape of the utterance by no 
means justifies us in pronouncing this greeting not to be the 
apostle’s, and deriving it from 1 Cor. xvi 19, 20 (Lucht) ; 
it rather corresponds entirely to that cordial and buoyant 
consciousness of fellowship, in which he did not feel himself 
prompted narrowly to examine his summary expression. Others 
arbitrarily limit wa@cae to the Greek churches (Grotius), or 
simply to the churches in Corinth and its ports (Michaelis, 


1 That Paul actually desires that the reciprocal greeting by a kiss on the part 
of all should take place after the reading of the epistle, ought not to have been 
disputed (Calvin, Philippi). A ceremony indeed he does not desire ; but he 
summons not merely to love, but to the Kiss of love. 
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Olshausen, and others), or at least to those in which Paul had 
been (Bengel). 

Vv. 17-20. A warning, added by way of supplement, against 
the erroneous teachers who were then at work. This very sup- 
plementary position given to the warning, as well as its 
brevity, hardly entering at all into the subject itself (comp. on 
the other hand, the detailed treatment in chap. xiv. xv. of a less 
important contrast), evinces that Paul is not here speaking, as 
Wieseler, following older interpreters, holds, against such as 
already were actually making divisions in Rome. He would 
have treated so dangerous an evil in the doctrinal connection 
of the epistle and at length, not in such a manner as to show 
that it only occurred to him at the close to add a warning 
word. Hence this is to be regarded as directed against an evil 
-posstbly setting in. Doubtless he was apprehensive from the 
manifold experience acquired by him, that, as elsewhere (comp. 
Gal. ii. 6, 11 ff; Col. i. 8 ff; Phil 1. 2 ff, 18, 19; 2 Cor. 
xii 13 ff.), so also in Rome, Jewish zealots for the law’ might 
arise and cause divisions in their controversy with Pauline 
Christianity. This occasioned his warning, from which his 
readers knew to what kind of persons it referred,—a warning, 
therefore, against danger, such as he gave subsequently to the 
Philippians also (Phil. i11.), to whom the evil must have been 
all the nearer. Paul might, however, the more readily consider 
it enough to bring in this warning only supplementarily and 
briefly, since in Rome the Gentile-Christian element was the 
preponderant one, and the mind of the church in general 
was so strongly in favour of the Pauline gospel (vv. 19, 20, 
vi. 17), that a permanent Judaistic influence was at present 
not yet to be apprehended. How, notwithstanding, an anti- 


1 The brief indications, vv. 17, 18, do not suggest philosophical Gentile- 
Christians (Hammond, Clericus), but (see on ver. 18) Judaizers, against whom 
Paul offers his warning. Hofmann prefers to abide by the generality of the 
warning, whether the troubles might be of Gentile origin or might arise from 
doctrines of Jewish legalism. But this view does not satisfy the concrete traits 
in vv. 17, 18, 20. See the correct interpretation already in Chrysostom and 
Theodore of Mopsuestia. The latter says: Aiys 33 wipi cay awd "loudaioy, of 
dwarraxvscs wepssovess cois hws vay riersverras rig voixns Ixicbas wapuenps- 
ctus wsibuy iersipwree. 
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Pauline doctrinal agitation took place later in Rome, see Phil. 
i 15 ff Moreover, the precautionary destination of our pas- 
sage, and that in presence of the greatness of the danger, is 
sufficient to make us understand its contents and expression 
as well as its isolated position at the close. At least there 
does not appear any necessity for setting it down as an original 
constituent portion of an epistle addressed to a church founded 
by Paul himself, namely, to the church of the Ephesians 
(Ewald, Lucht). 

Ver. 17. Sxoretv] to have in view, in order, namely, to guard 
against ; comp. Srerzrere, Phil. iii, 2; but oxorety, speculari, is 
stronger, comp. also Phil. iii. 17.—- rads Sevyoor.] comp. Gal. 
v. 20; 1 Mace. iii 29; Dem. 423.4; Plat. Legg.i p. 630 A; 
Dion. Hal. viii. 72. The article denotes those anti-Pauline 
divisions and offences, oxavdara,—t.e. temptations to departure 
from the true Christian faith and life, well known to the 
readers,—which at that time arose in so many quarters in 
Pauline churches, and might readily threaten the Romans 
also. — exxdrlvate at’ avrav| turn away from them, shun them, 
go out of their way. Comp. 1 Pet. iii 11; Ps. cxix. 102; 
Ecclus. xxii. 11; Thucyd. v. 73. 3; more usually with the 
accusative. Grotius rashly concludes: “non fuisse tunc con- 
ventus communes aut presbyterium Romae ; alioquin voluisset 
tales excommunicari.” Paul rather counsels a rule of conduct 
for each individual member of the church, leaving the measures 
to be adopted on the part of the church, in case of necessity, 
to the church-government there (which was one regularly 


organized, in opposition to Bengel, see xii 6 ff). The dis- 


turbers, besides, against whom they are warned, are'‘in fact 
viewed not as members of the church, but as intruders from 
without. Comp. Acts xv. 1; Gal u. 4.—The reference to 
the doctrine received certainly implies a church having Pauline 
instruction, but not exactly one founded by Paul himself 
(Ewald), like that at Ephesus. Comp, vi. 17; Col. 1. 23. 
Ver. 18. Reason assigned for the injunction of ver. 17. 
— ot To.vro| “hi tales; notatur substantia cum sua quali- 
tate,” Bengel. — ov dovr.] Note the position of the negation ; 
the thought is: to the Lord they refuse service, but their own 
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belly they serve. Thereby they belonged to the category of 
the éy@pol rob oravpod 7. Xp., Phil. iii, 18.—On 19 xowrla 
Sovreverv, TH yaotpl Sovrevery, abdomini servire (Seneca, de 
benef. vii. 26), as a designation of selfishness, bent only on 
good cheer in eating and drinking, comp. on Phil iii. 19; 
Jacobs, ad Anthol. IX. p. 416. For this object the sectaries 
sought to make use of the influence and following which they 
obtained. Comp. Lucian, de morte Peregr. 11 ff. Behind their 
teaching, although this was not itself of an Epicurean nature 
(Hofmann), there lurked, hypocritically concealed, the tendency 
to epicurean practice. — 81a rijs xpnoton. x. evroy.| by means of 
the kind (having a good-natured sound) and fair-set language, 
which they hold. On ypnoron. comp. Jul. Capitol vit. Pertin. 
13; Eustath. p. 1437, 53, and the classical Adyou ypnorol, Aéyewy 
xpnotd «.7.r.; on evroyia, language finely expressed (here : 
fine phrases), Plat. Rep. p. 400 D; Lucian, Lexiph. 1; Aesop. 
229. The two words characterize contents (ypnoton.) and form 
(evr.) ; hence it is preferable to take evAcy. in the above 
signification than in the ordinary one of prazse, extolling (Phi- 
lippi). Comp. Luther : stately language. — trav axdxwy] of the 
guileless (Heb. vii. 26), who themselves have nothing evil in 
their mind, and are prepared for nothing evil. See Wetstein 
an loc.; Ruhnken, ad Tim. p. 56; Schaefer, ad Greg. Cor. 
p. 342.—The assertion that Paul appears too severe in the 
accusation of his opponents (Riickert) cannot be made good. 
He writes from long and ample experience. 

Ver. 19. Not a second ground assigned for, or justification 
of, the warning of ver. 17 (Tholuck, de Wette, Philippi; 
comp. also Reithmayr and Hofmann); for this use of a second 
really co-ordinated yap is nowhere to be assumed in the N. T. 
See on the contrary, on viii. 6. Nor is it to be taken, with 
Fritzsche : “ nam vos innocentibus qui facile decipiuntur homi- 
nibus annumerandos esse, ex eo intelligitur, quod vos Christo 
obedientes esse nemo ignorat ;” for the latter is exactly the 
opposite of ready liability to seduction. Nor with Riickert: 
for the general diffusion of the news that you are such good 
Christians will soon bring those men to Rome, that they may 
sow their tares ; which is not expressed. Nor yet again with 
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Calvin and others, Reiche, and Kollner: for you are indeed 
good Christians, whereat I rejoice; but I desire, etc.—against 
which the expression, especially the want of wey and the pre- 
sence of ovy, is decisive. In order to a correct understanding, 
one should note the emphatically prefixed djyav, which stands 
in correlation—and that antithetic—with tay axdxwyv, Hence 
(as also Philippi admits, comp. van Hengel): “ not without 
reason do I say: the hearts of the guileless ; for you they will 
not lead astray, because you do not belong to such as the 
mere axaxot, but distinguish yourselves so much by obedience 
(towards the gospel), that this has become universally known; 
respecting you therefore (here, too, éf’ dpiv stands first empha- 
tically ; see the critical notes) I rejoice,’ yet desire that you 
may be wise and pure,”—a delicate combination of warning 
with the expression of firm confidence. Strangely, Lucht, com- 
paring Acts xx. 29, assigns ver. 19 to an epistle to the 
Ephesians. — ets ra. ayaO.] in reference to the good, which you 
have to do. By this general expression Paul means specially 
fidelity towards the pure gospel. — dxepaious eis 70 Kaxov] 
pure in reference to evil, so that you keep yourselves unmixed 
with it, free from it. Comp. Phil. ii. 15, Matt. x. 16; and 
see respecting axepatos generally, Ruhnken, ad Zim. p. 18. 
Ver. 20. Encouraging promise; hence ovrrpie: is not 
with Flatt to be taken as optative, contrary to linguistic usage, 
nor is the erroneous gloss of the reading cuvtpAfas (A, 67**, 
Theodoret, Oec., Jer., Ambros., Rup.) to be approved.—Paul 
regards the sectaries, because they are servants not of Christ, 
but of their belly (ver. 18), as organs of Satan (comp. 2 Cor. 
xi. 15); hence his figurative expression of the thought, founded 
on Gen. 111. 15: “ The God of peace will grant you (when the 
authors of division appear amongst you) shortly the complete 


victory over them.”—As Qeos tijs eipjuns (pacificus) God appears 


1 In the reading of the Recepta defended by Hofmann, yaipw od» 3 ig’ piv, 
xcaipssy would not have to be supplied after +é (as Hofmann very oddly thinks) ; 
but +s i9’ cuss ec. é» would, according to a well-known usage (see Bernhardy, 
p. 329; Kriiger, § 68. 41. 9; Schaefer, ad Bos. Ell. p. 277; Kiihner, II. 1, 
p. 434), be a more precise definition to vaipw : I rejoice, as to what concerns you. 
In this case, ig’ dai» would be by no means dependent on the notion yaipw, but 
the latter would stand absolutely. 
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in contrast to those sovwivres tas Seyooraolas (ver. 1'7). 
Comp. on xv. 33.—The bruising of Satan and traading him 
under feet takes place in God's power; hence 06 @eds «7.2. 
Comp. 1 Mace. ii. 22 (and Grimm zn loc.), iv. 10, e¢ al.— 4 
xapis x.t.r.] The grace of our Lord, etc.; therewith, as with 
the usual concluding blessing of his epistles, Paul would close. 
But he has as yet delivered no special. greetings from those 
around him at Corinth, whether it be that they are now for the 
first time entrusted to him, or that he now for the first time 
observes that he has not yet mentioned them in what precedes 
(as after ver. 16). This induces him now further to add 
vv. 21-23 after the conclusion already written down in ver. 
20; then to repeat the above blessing in ver. 24; and finally, 
after recalling anew all which he had delivered to the Romans, 
in a full outburst of deeply moved piety to make the doxology, 
vv. 25-27, the final close of the entire letter. 

Ver. 21. Tipo8.|] It may surprise us that he is not brought 
forward at the head of the epistle as its joint writer (as in 2 Cor. 
L 1; PhiLiil; Col.i 1; 1 Thess: 1,1; 2 Thess. i 1), since 
he was at that time with Paul. But it is possible that he 
was absent just when Paul began to compose the epistle, and 
hence the apostle availed himself in the writing of it of the 
hand of a more subordinate person, who had no place in the 
superscription (ver. 22); it is possible also that the matter 
took this shape for the inward reason, that Paul deemed it 
suitable to appear with his epistle before the Roman church, 
to which he was still so strange, in all his unique and undi- 
vided apostolic authority. — Aov«vos] Not identical with Luke, 
as Origen, Semler, and others held;’ but whether with Lucius 
of Cyrene, Acts xiii 1, is uncertain. Just as little can it 
(even after Lucht’s attempt) be ascertained, whether ’Idcav is 
the same who is mentioned in Acts xvii. 5. 2woiratpos 
may be one with Swrarpos, Acts xx. 4; yet both names, 
Sacinr, and Swr., are frequently found in the Greek writers. 
— cuyyeveis] as vv. 7, 11. Why it should be reckoned 

1 Considered probable also by Tiele in the Stud. u. Krit. 1858, p. 753 ff.—In 


the Constitt. ap. vii. 46. 2, Lucius is mentioned as the name of the bishop of 
Cenchreae appointed by Paul. 
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‘more than improbable” (Hofmann) that Paul had at that 
time three kinsmen in Rome (vv. 7, 11), and three in his 
neighbourhood at the time of writing, it is not at all easy to 
see. 

Ver. 22. Tertius, probably an Italian with whom the 
readers were acquainted, was at that time with Paul in Corinth, 
and wrote the letter, which the apostle dictated to him. The 
view that he made a fair copy of the apostolic draught (Beza, 
Grotius) is the more groundless, since Paul was wont to 
dictate his epistles (1 Cor. xvi. 21; Gal. vi 11; Col. iv. 
16; 2 Thess. iii 17). Jn his own name Tertius writes his 
greeting ; for it was very natural that, when he called the 
apostle’s attention to his personal wish to send a greeting, 
his own greeting (which Grotius and Laurent, without suffi- 
cient ground, relegate to the margin) would not be dictated 
by the apostle, but left to himself to express. In ver. 23, 
Paul again proceeds with his dictation. Quite groundlessly, 
Olshausen (following Eichhorn) thinks that Paul wrote the 
doxology immediately after ver. 20, and did so on a small 
separate piece of parchment, the other blank side of which the 
scribe Tertius used, in order to write on it in his own name 
vv. 21-24. But how incontestably 6 cuvepyds pou, ver. 21, 
points to Paul himself !— dy xupip] To be referred to dow. ; 
the Christian salutation, offered in the consciousness of living 
fellowship with Christ. Comp. 1 Cor. xvi 19. 

Ver. 23. Idios] Perhaps the same who is mentioned in 
1 Cor. i. 14; it may at the same time be assumed, that the 
person mentioned in Acts xx. 4 (not also he who appears in 
Acts xix. 29) is not a different one, against which the circum- 
stance that he was of Derbe is no proof. But considering the 
great frequency of the name (see also 3 John 1; Constvét. ap. 
vi. 46. 1; Martyr. Polyc. 22), no decision can be given. 
Origen: “Fertur traditione majorum, quod hic Cajus fuit 
episcopus Thessalonicensis ecclesiae.” — févos, guest-friend, is 
in the Greek writers not merely the person entertained, but 
also, as here, the entertainer (see Sturz, Lex. Xen. IIL p. 218; 
Duncan, ed. Rost. p. 799). Paul lodged with Caius, as during 
his first sojourn in Corinth with Aquila, and then with Justus 
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(Acts xviii. 1-7).— «at ris exer. 6d.] Whether this be a 
reference to the circumstance that Caius gave his house for 
the meetings of the church (Grotius), or to the fact that, while 
the apostle lodged with him, there were at the same time very 
numerous visits of persons belonging to the church of Corinth, 
whom Caius hospitably received,—a view which corresponds 
better to the thoughtfully chosen designation—in any case 
Eévos does not stand to r7s éxxd, 6X. in the same strict relation 
as to wou. Comp. ver. 13, rHv pnrépa atrod nai éuod. If 
the lodging of those coming from abroad (Hofmann, following 
Erasmus and others) were meant, ris éxxd. dAns would have 
been understood of the collective Christian body, and the 
hyperbolical expression would appear more jesting than thought- 
ful. Comp. rather on % éxadnola 6dn, 1 Cor. xiv. 23, also 
v. 11, xv. 22. Nor is the expression suitable to the Roman 
church, in so far, namely, as Paul converted many of its 
members during their exile (Marcker), because it would be too 
disproportionate. — “Epaotos] Different from the one men- 
tioned in Acts xix. 22 and 2 Tim. iv. 20; for the person 
sending greeting here was not, like Timothy, a travelling 
assistant of the apostle, but administrator of the city-chest, city- 
chamberlain in Corinth (arcarius civitatis, see Wetstein) ; 
unless we should assume—for which, however, no necessity 
presents itself—that he had given up his civic position and is 
here designated according to his former office (Pelagius, Estius, 
Calovius, Klee, and others, comp. also Reiche). For another, . 
but forced explanation, see Otto, Pastoralbr. p. 55. The name 
Erastus was very frequent. The less are we, with Lucht, to 
discover an error in Acts xix. 22 and 1 Tim. iv.20. Grotius, 
moreover, has rightly observed: “ Vides jam ab initio, quam- 
quam paucos, aliquos tamen fuisse Christianos in dignitate 
positos.” Comp. 1 Cor. i 26 ff.— Respecting Quartus abso- 
lutely nothing is known. ‘Were dderdpos a brother according 
- to the flesh, namely of Erastus, Paul would have added adrod 
(comp. ver. 15); hence it is to be understood in the sense of 
Christian brotherhood, and to be assumed that the relations of 
this Quartus suggested to the apostle no more precise predi- 
cate, and were well known to the readera. 
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Ver, 24. In 2 Thess. iii. 16, 18, the closing blessing is also 
repeated. Wolf aptly observes: “ Ita hodienum, ubi epistola 
vale dicto consummata est, et alia paucis commemoranda 
menti se adhuc offerunt, scribere solemus: vale terum.” 

Vv. 25-27. As a final complete conclusion, we have now 
this praising of God, rich in contents, deep in feeling (perhaps 
added by the apostle’s own hand), in which the leading ideas 
contained in the whole epistle, as they had already found in 
the introduction, i. 1-5, their preluding keynote, and again 
in xii 33 ff. their preliminary doxological expression, now 
further receive, in the fullest unison of inspired piety, their 
concentrated outburst for the ultimate true consecration of the 
whole. No one but Hofmann, who assigns to these three verses 
their place after xiv. 23 (see the critical notes), could deny 
that they form a doxology at all. According to him, ro dé 
Suvapéve is to be connected with ddpetAopuev, xv. 1, and to be 
governed by this verb (thus: to Him, who is able... we are 
debtors, etc.). This is, however, nothing less than a monstrosity 

of exegetical violence, and that, first, because the verses 
carry on their front the most immediate and characteristic 
stamp of a doxology (comp. especially Jude 24, 25), in which 
even the duyy is not wanting (comp. ix. 5, xi. 36); secondly, 
because the fulness and the powerful pathos of the passage 
would be quite disproportionate as a preparatory basis for the 
injunction that follows in xv. 1, and would be without corre- 
_ sponding motive; thirdly, because in ver. 25 vas stands, but 
in the supposed continuation, xv. 1, sets, which is an evidence 
against their mutual connection; and lastly, because the $é, 
xv. 1, stands inexorably in the way. This 98é, namely, could 
not be the antithetic 5é of the apodosis and after participles, 
especially after absolute participles (Klotz, ad Devar. p. 372 ff. ; 
Kiihner, IL 2, p. 818; Baeumlein, Partik. pp. 92 £, 94), but 
only the reswmptive (Kiihner, IT. 2, p. 815 ; Baeumlein, p. 9'7) ; 
and then Paul must have written not ddeiAopev 5é, but either 
avr@ 5é odelrAopuev, which avr@ would reassume the previously 
described subject, or he must have put his 6é in ver. 27 along 
With povm cope Oeq, and therefore somewhat thus: povm dé 


cope Oewd.. . dpetroper, 
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Ver. 25. SrnplEac] to make firm and stedfast. Luke xxii. 
32; Rom. i. 11; 1- Thess, iii, 2; 2 Thess. ii 17, et al. The 
description of God by 7@ Suvapévm tas ornplEae corre- 
sponds to the entire scope of the epistle. Comp. i 11 (in 
opposition to Lucht). — tuas] tuav ras xapdias, 1 Thess, iii. 
13.— Kata 70 evaryy. pov] is closely connected with ornp. (to 
strengthen in respect of my gospel), so that we are not to supply 
in fide (Koppe, de Wette, van Hengel) or the like (Reiche: “in 
the religious and moral life”); but the sense is not different 
from ornp. év T@ evayy. pov (comp. 2 Thess. ii. 17; 2 Pet. 
i. 12), namely : so to operate upon you that you may remain sted- 
fastly faithful to my gospel, and not become addicted to doctrines 
and principles deviating from it. More far-fetched is the 
explanation of others (taking xara in the sense of the rule): 
“ so to strengthen you, that you may now live and act according 
to my gospel,” Kollner (comp. Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophy- 
lact, Wolf, Koppe, Tholuck); or (cara of the regulative modal 
character): after the fashion of my gospel (Hofmann).—The 


expression TO evayryed. pou, the gospel preached by me, cannot, . 


seeing that in Rome Pauline Christianity was in the ascendant, 
be accounted, on an impartial consideration of the apostolic 
consciousness, and in comparison with ii. 16 (see also 2 Thess. 
ii, 14; 2 Tim ii. 8; Gal it 2), as in itself surprising, least 
of all when we attend to the added: wal ro anpvypa "Inood 
Xptorov. This, namely, far from aiming at a conciliatory 
comparison with the preaching of the other apostles (Lucht), is 
a more precise definition of to evayy. ov, proceeding from 
the humble piety of the apostle. As he wrote or uttered the 
latter expression, he at once vividly felt that his gospel was 
withal nothing else than the preaching which Christ Himself 
caused to go forth (through him as His organ); and by making 
this addition, he satisfies his own principle: ob ydp ToApujow 
Aarely Te Ov ov Kareipydcato Xpiotos St’ ewod roy K. Epyo, 
xv. 18. Comp. on the thought, Eph. ii 17; 2 Cor. xiii. 3. 
This humility, amidst all the boldness in other respects of his 
apostolic consciousness, suggested itself the more to his heart, 
because in connection with a praise of God. With this 
view of the genitive agree substantially Riickert, de Wette, 
ROM. I. 2B 
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Fritzsche, Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald. The more usual expla- 
nation: the preaching concerning Christ -(Erasmus, Luther, 
Calvin, and many others, including Kollner, Tholuck (?), Reith- 
mayr, Philippi), yields after ro evayy. wou somewhat of tauto- 
logy, and forfeits the thoughtful correlation between pou and 
’Inood Xpiorod. The personal oral preaching of Christ Him- 
self during His earthly life (Grotius, Wolf, Koppe, Bohme, 
Hofmann), to which Paul never expressly refers in his epistles 
(not even in Gal. v: 1), is not to be thought of. — «ara azo- 
xddupiy pvotnp. «.7.r.] co-ordinated to the preceding xara 
... Xptotod, and likewise dependent on ornplfa. In the 
exalted feeling of the sublime dignity of the gospel, in so far 
as he has just designated it as the xnpuypya of Jesus Christ, the 
apostle cannot leave the description of its character without 
also designating it further according to its grand and sacred con- 
tents (not according to its novelty, as Hofmann explains, which 
lies neither in the text nor in the connection), and that with 
a theocratic glance back upon the primitive counsel of salva- 
tion of God: as revelation of a secret kept in silence in eternal 
times (comp. Col. i. 26; Eph. iii. 9, 1.4; 1 Cor. ii 7). Note 
the bipartite character of the designation by the twofold xara, 
according to which Paul sets forth the gospel, (1) ratione sub- 
jectt, as his gospel and xjpuypa of Christ, and (2) ratione objectt, 
as the revelation of the primitive sacred mystery—The second 
xara is to be taken quite like the first (comp. Col ii. 8); but 
Paul designates the divine decree of the redemption of the world' 
as puornpioy (comp. generally on xi. 25), in so far as it, 
formed indeed by God from eternity (hidden in God, Eph. 
lil. 9), and in the fulness of time accomplished by Christ, was 
first disclosed? through the gospel, «ce. laid open to human 
contemplation (Eph. iii, 4, 8, 9, vi 19); hence the gospel is 
the actual azroxdduyis of this secret. The article was not 

1 The bestowal of blessing on the Gentiles (Eph. iii. 6) is an essential feature of 
the contents of the nverspev; but to refer the latter in our passage to this alone 
(Beza, Bengel, Philippi, Tholuck, and others) is not justified by the context. 

* This disclosure made to men through the preaching of the gospel (i. 17; Gal. 
iil, 23) is meant according to the context, and not ‘‘ mihi data patefactio” (van 
Hengel), which Paul elsewhere, when he means it, actually expresses, Comp. 
Gal. i. 16; Eph. iii. 8; 1 Cor. ii. 10; Eph. iii. 5; Gal. i. 12 
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requisite with dzox., since the following genitive has no 
article, and, besides, a preposition precedes (Winer, p. 118 f. 
[E. T. p. 155]; comp. 1 Pet.i 7). But pvornploy, if it was to 
be in itself the definite secret, must have had the article (Eph. 
iii, 3, 9; Col i. 26); hence we must explain “of @ secret,” so 
that it is only the subsequent concrete description which 
expresses what secret 1s meant: “in respect to the revelation of 
a secret, which was kept silent in eternal times, but now has been 
brought to light,” etc. Among the varying explanations, the 
only one linguistically correct is that of Fritzsche (comp. 
Kollner, Riickert, Tholuck, and Philippi), who makes xara 
atrox, vor. dependent not merely on ornplEar, but on rH Sé 
Suvap. buas ornp. taken together, and takes card as in conse- 
of, thus namely: “qui potest vos corroborare in... 
secundum patefactionem arcani, h. e. postquam facta est pate- 
factio arcani, 7. g. émel admexadupOn pvorjpiov;” more exactly 
Riickert, Philippi, Tholuck: in correspondence with the revela- 
tion, etc. But no necessity exists for taking xara here in 
another sense than previously (as ¢.g. there is such a necessity, 
obviously, with xar’ éritayyy immediately below); on the 
contrary, after the words, “ who is in a position to strengthen 
you in respect of the gospel,” the idea “secundum patefac- 
tionem arcani” would be superfluous and self-evident, and 
therefore the weighty mode of its expression would be without 
motive and turgid. It would be otherwise if xara azroxa- 
AuWw «.7.r. were intended to establish not the ability of God, 
but His willingness. Incorrectly, in fine, Olshausen and older 
expositors think that 7d ryeyevnpévoy should be supplied : 
“which preaching has taken place through revelation of a secret,” 
etc. This Paul would have known how to say properly, had 
he meant it. — xXpovors aiow.] Period in which the cecvy. took 
place; Acts viii. 11, xiii. 20; Josh. ii. 20; Winer, p. 205 [E. T. 
p. 273]; Kuhner, II. 1, p. 386. From the very beginning 
down to the time of the N. T. proclamation reach the ypovo 
aiwyiot, which are meant and popwlarly so designated. Bengel : 
“tempora primo sui initio aeternitatem quasi praeviam attin- 
gentia.” Comp. 2 Tim. i. 9; Tit.i 2. As at almost every 
word of the doxology, Lucht has taken offence at the expression 
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xpovots aiwv And Reiche incorrectly understands the course 
of eternity down to the time of the prophets. For by droxdx. 
puornp. x.T.X. Paul wished to designate the New Testament 
gospel (xnpuypa *Incov Xpicrov), which therefore had not 
been preached before Christ; but he thinks of the propheti- 
cal predictions as the means used (ver. 26) for the making it 
known, and justly, since in them the publication has not 
yet taken place, but there is contained merely the still obscure 
preindication and preparatory promise (i. 2) which were only to 
obtain their full and certain light through the far later avoxd- 
Avis of the mystery, and consequently were to serve as @ 
medium of faith to the preaching which announces the secret 
of salvation. Comp. Weiss, bibl. Theol: p. 293. Suggestively 
Bengel remarks: “V. T. est tanquam horologium in suo cursu 
tacito; N. T. est sonitus et pulsus aeris.” The silence respect- 
ing the secret was first put an end to by the preaching of the 
N. T., so that now the davépwaors came in its place; and up to 
that time even the prophetic language was, in reference to the 
world, as yet a silence, because containing only cuvecntacpévas 
(Theodoret) what afterwards (“a complemento,” Calovius) was 
to become through the evangelical preaching manifest, brought 
clearly to light (comp. i. 19, iii, 21; Col. iv. 4; 1 Pet. i. 10, 
11, 20; Tit.1 2,3; 2 Tim.i. 10). 

Ver. 26. Contrast of ypovoss aiwy. cerry. — But which has 
been made manifest in the present time, and by means of pro- 
phetrte writings, according to the commandment of the eternal 
God, in order to produce obedience of faith, has been made 
known among all nations. In this happy relation of the present 
time, with regard to that which the ypovor aidvior lacked, how 
powerful a motive to the praise of God !— davepwbévros Se 
yov] Comp. Col i 26, vuvt dé épavepwOn, in the same con- 
trast ; but here the stress lies, in contradistinction to the imme- 
diately preceding cecvynu., on davepwO, Reiche’s observation, 


1The fashion, in which he professes to explain the separate elements from a 
Gnostic atmosphere, is so arbitrary as to place itself beyond the pale of contro- 
versy. Thus, ¢.g., vper. ales. is held to refer to the Gnostic aeons, ssevynp. to 
the Gnostic Sige, 3:0 ypag. xpepnr. to the yrerss of allegorical explanation of 
Scripture. 
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that the ¢avépwors is never attributed to the prophets, is 
not at all applicable; for it is not in fact ascribed to the 
prophets here, and davepw. is not even connected with da 
ypad. wpod., which re’ undoubtedly assigns to the following 
participle yvmpsc9.? The mystery has, namely, in the Christian 
present been clearly placed in the light, has been made an object 
of knowledge (comp. on i. 19), a result obviously accomplished 
through the gospel (comp. Col i 26; Tit. i. 3); and with 
this davépwors, in and by itself, there was connected in further 
concrete development the general publication of the secret, as 
it is more precisely designated by dia re ypadov . . . yvwpic, 
This general publication was, namely, one which took place 
(1) by means of prophetic writings (comp. i 2), inasmuch as, 
after the precedent of Jesus Himself (John v. 39; Matt. v. 
17; Luke xxiv. 27, 44), it was brought into connection with 
the prophecies of the O. T. testifying beforehand (1 Pet.i 11), 
the fulfilment of the same was exhibited, and they were em- 
ployed as a proof and confirmation of the evangelical preach- 
ing (comp. also Acts xvii. 11), and generally as a medium 
enabling the latter to produce knowledge and faith. (2) It took 
place at the command of God (x. 17; Tit. i 3), whose servants. 
(i 9) and stewards of His mysteries (1 Cor. iv. 1) the apostles 
are, conscious of His command (Gal.11,15). (3) It was made 
in order to produce obedience towards the faith (comp. on i. 5), 


1 Té is wanting indeed in D E 384, 87, Syr. Erp. Copt. Aeth. Arm. Slav. Vulg. 
Clar. Germ. Chrys. and some Latin Fathers; but this is to be regarded as a 
hasty deletion, occasioned by the fact that, without precise consideration of the 
sense and of the following connection, 3st ypag. #pe?. was mechanically attached 
to Pavspwd. a8 nearest in position, and the necessity in point of construction for 
its belonging to yrwpieb., widely separated by the intervening notices, was not 
perceived. In order thereupon to supply the want of connection between the 
two participles, which arose through the omission of the ci, an e¢ was inserted 
before sae’ in versions (Syr. Erp. Aeth.). 

* This, too, against Hofmann, who makes 3: ypag. xpop. be added to vu» 
by means of ¢i, in the sense of ‘‘just as also.” But the ré must have added to 
the »v» something homogeneous, supplementing (Baeumlein, Partik. p. 211; 
Kihner, II. 2, p. 787), not a notion dissimilar to it. Generally, it would not 
be easy to see why Paul should not have placed his si only after xae’ isiraymy, 
and thereby have given to the second participial sentence—which, according to 
Hofmann’s explanation, follows without connecting particle—a connecting link 
in conformity with the sense. 
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and that (4) among all nations.— tod aiwvlov Ocod] awy. ig 
not a faint allusion to ypovois aiwvious (Reiche) ; but stands in 
a very natural and apt relation of meaning thereto, since it is 
only as eternal (Baruch iv. 8, 22; Hist. Susann. 42) that God 
could dispose of the eternal times and of the present, so that 
what was kept silent in the former should be made known in 
the latter. — eis 7. tr. €8vm] Consequently the publication was 
not confined to the Jews, but was accomplished among all 
Gentile peoples; comp. i. 5. As to eis of the direction, comp. 
John viii 26, and see on Mark i. 39, xiv. 9. 

Ver. 27. Movm cope Oc@ Sia "Inood X.] to be closely 
connected (without a comma after @e@): to the through Jesus 
Christ only wise God, i.e. to the God who through Christ has 
shown Himself as the alone wise, so wise, that in comparison 
with Him this predicate can be applied to no other being 
(comp. Luke xviii. 19 ; John xvii. 3; 1 Tim. vi. 15, 16,117; 
2 Mace. i. 25), the absolutely wise. Comp. Plato, Phaedr. p. 
278 D; Diog. Laert. i 12; Philo, de migr. Abr. I. p. 457. 4. 
The connection: “to the alone wise God be the glory through 
Christ” (Pesch., Chrysostom, Luther, Beza, Calvin, Estius, 
Grotius, Morus, van Hengel, and several others), is inadmis- 
sible because of ¢, which indeed is omitted by Beza and 
Grotius after the Complut. edition, but is critically so certified 
(it 1s wanting merely in B) that it can only appear to have 
been omitted with a view to relieve the construction ; although 
Riickert also sees himself forced to omit it, and Ewald (comp. 
Marcker, p. 8), while retaining the @, so translates as if it ran 
@ Sia ‘I. X. 4 So€a. Thus, too, Hofmann connects the words, 
seeking through the dative povm copg@ Ges to bring them 
into government with ddelropev, xv. 1 (see on vv. 25-27). 
Instances of such a prefixing of parts of sentences having an 
emphasis before the relative are found, indeed, in the Greek 
writers (Schaefer, App. ad Dem. IV. p. 462; Stallbaum, ad 
Plat. Phaedr. pp. 238 A, 363 A; comp. on Acts i. 2); yet in 
the N. T. we have no passage of this kind (wrongly Hofmann 
adduces 1 Pet. iv. 11, Heb. xiii. 21, as bearing on this); and 
it would not be easy to perceive any special reason why Paul 
should have so uniquely laid stress on dca "I. X.— The de- 
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scription of God, begun on the side of His power in ver. 25, 
passes over at the conclusion of the doxology into the em- 
phasizing of His wisdom, to which the representation of the 
gospel as diroxaduypis pvotypiou. . . yvapiaBévros involuntarily 
led him in a very natural process of thought; for so long as 
the mystery was covered by silence, the wisdom of God in its 
highest potency was not yet brought to light—a result which 
took place by the very means of that azroxdduyis. Comp. xi. 
32-34. This at the same time applies against Reiche, who 
believes pov cod@ to be unsuitable here and to be taken 
from Jude 25 var. (the spurious addition cod@, Jude 25, as 
also in 1 Tim. i. 17, has manifestly flowed from our passage). 
— a Incot Xpictod] i. through the appearance and the 
whole work of Jesus Christ. Thereby God caused Himself to 
be practically recognised as the alone wise. Comp. xi. 33 ff; 
Eph. iii 8 ff Similarly, in Jude 25, 8 “Inco Xpictod 
x.7.d. is connected, not with the following Sofa, but with the 
preceding cwrips juav. Too narrowly, Fritzsche limits éa 
"I. X., in accordance with Col. ii. 3 (but see in loc.), to the con- 
tents of His teaching. It is precisely the facts which bring to 
light the wisdom of the divine measures in the execution of 
the plan of redemption through Christ,—the death and the 
resurrection and exaltation of Jesus (iv. 24, 25, viii. 34, e¢ al.), 
—that form the sum and substance of the conception of our 
Sia "Inood Xpicrod. — @] In the lively pressure of the great 
intermediate thoughts connected with the mention of the 
gospel, vv. 24, 25, the syntactic connection has escaped the 
apostle. Not taking note that r@ 5é Suvayévp and the resump- 
tive povp code ce are still without their government, he 
adds, as though they had already received it at the beginning 
of the over-full sentence (through ydpis Sé¢ re Suvapévy x.7.r. 
or the like), the expression—still remaining due—of the 
praise itself by means of the (critically certain) relative, so 
that now the above datives are left to stand as anacoluthic. 
Comp. Acts xxiv. 5, 6, and the remark thereon. See also 
Winer, p. 528 [E.T. p. 710]; Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 252. 
Others, indeed, think that Paul allowed himself to be induced 
by the intermediate thoughts to turn ‘from the doxology ¢o 
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God at first designed, and to direct the tribute of praise to 
Christ instead, the Mediator and Revealer of the wisdom of 
God, so as thereby mediately to praise God Himself. See 
especially Philippi, also Reithmayr, Baumgarten-Crusius, and 
Tholuck (doubtfully). Such doxologies as if to God, are 
found addressed to Christ doubtless in Heb. xiii 21, 2 Tim. 
iv. 18, Rev. i. 6, and later in Clement e¢ ai., but in the really 
apostolical writings nowhere at all (see on ix. 5); and that 
Paul here still, even after the intermediate observations, re- 
tained the idea of praising God, so that that 6 must accordingly 
be referred not to Christ, but to God, is quite clearly proved 
by the resumptive nove cope Beg. For a formally quite simi- 
lar anacoluthon’ in the doxology, see Martyr. Polyc. 20: te 
Suvapévy Travras hyuais eioayayely ev TH avtod yapite x. Swpea 
eis THY alwvioy avTod Bactrelay 81d Tod Tratdds avTod povoryevovs 
"Inood Xprotod, & 7 S0Ea, tun, Kparos, weyadkwovrn eis alavas. 
— % Sofa] sc. eln, not éorl, according to 1 Pet. iv. 11 (Hof- 
mann), where the connection is different and éorw must be 
written (Lachm.), and its emphasis is to be noted. The article 
designates the befitting honour, as in xi. 36. 

1 For the suggestion that in this passage from the Martyr. Polyc. ¢¢ Ivvap. 


is dependent on the preceding ixaeyés (Hofmann), is simply a violent and very 
unsuitably devised evasion. Dressel has the unbiassed and correct punctuation. 


THE END. 
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time. In many respects {t:‘may be considered an Introdhction to-the O14 Testament, sv 
comprehensive and so thorough is its treatment of the subject ... .. It is a most service- 
able companion to the Old Testament.'—Léterary. Chunehman. 


In One Volume, Demy: 8vo, price.10s. 6d., 


The Prophecies of Ezekiel elucidated.. By E. W. Hengstenberg, 
late Doctor and Professor of-Theology in Bellin. = 


‘Professor Hengstenberg was a man of boundlwes energy, of immense learning, 
ingenuity, and acuteness, and of an ardent, Spottt Wa persistent spirit. . . .. No 
German writer has exerted a greater influence over de fr theological thought, and 
wery fow. men have rendered greater service to Biblical ‘truth. ... The Commentary 
on Evelel, in breadth of research avd aeouracsy of learning. in critical acumen nnii 
evangelical sentiment, is inferior to none of the author's welldmown worka.’---Apssso% 
Quarterly. Review 


In Two Volumes, Demy 8vo, price 2%z., 


An Introduction to the New Testament. By:Friedrich Blee 
Professor of Theology, University of Bonn. Translated ‘from the Secon 
German Edition, by Rev. W. Urwiox, M:A: 


‘The eminent learning and distinguished abilities of Professor, Bleek make this work 
of rare value; and the more so as this was his favourite branch, to which he devoted 
many years of faithful’ toi ... The whole discussion is exceedingly instructive, and 
throws a most welcome light on the structure, relations, and characteristics of the several 
Gospels. The laborious research of the author, bis vast stores of learning, and complete 
mastery of his subject, make it both profitably and delightful to prosecute these studies 
with such assistanoe.’— Princeton Heview. 


Tx Two Volames,. Demy 8vo, price 21s., 


Manual of Historico-Critical Introduction to the Canonical 
Scriptures of the Old Testament. By Kart Rrizprich Kit. Translated 
from the Second Edition, with Supplementary Notes from Bleek and 
others, by Grorce C. M. Dovuct.as, RA. D.D., Professor of Hebrew, 
Free Church College, Glasgow. 

‘This is a very careful and complete treatment of the matters discussed. Dr. Keil’s 
bole will be inveluablé to all theological students and biblical soholars.’—LZaglish 


‘We heartily commend this valuable addition.to.the Foreign Theological Libsary.’— 
British Quarterly Review. a 


\ 
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In Two Volumes, Demy 8vo; price 174., 


Commentary on the Prophecies of Isaiah. By Joseph Addison 
ALEXANDER, D.D., Princeton, Author of Commentaries on the Psalms, 
Mark, Acts, etc. New and Revised Edition. Edited, with a Preface, by 
Joun Eapie, D.D., LL.D. 


‘T regard Dr, vorepe Addison Alexander as incomparably the greatest man I ever 
knew,—as incompara 


ly the greatest man our Church has ever prodneed.’—Dr. Honor. 











T. and T. Clark's Publucatons. 


WORKS OF PATRICK FAIRBAIRN, D.D,, 


PRINCIPAL AND PROFESSOR OF THEOLOGY IN THE FREE CHURCH COLLEGE, GLASGOW. 


In Two Volumes, Demy 8vo, price 21s., Fifth Edition, 


THE TYPOLOGY OF SCRIPTURE, Viewed in connection 
with the whole Series of the Divine Dispensations. 


‘As the product of the labours of an original thinker and of a sound theologian, who 
has at the same time scarcely left unexamined one previous writer on the subject, ancient 
or modern, this work will be a most valuable accession to the library of the theological 
student. Asa whole, we-believe it may, with the strictest truth, be pronounced the best 
work on the subject that has yet been published.’—Record. 


‘A work fresh and comprehensive, learned and sensible, and full of practical religious 
feeling.’—British and Foreign Evangelical Review. 
In Demy 8vo, price 10s. 6d., Third Edition, 
EZEKIEL, AND THE BOOK OF HIS PROPHECY: An 
Exposition; With a New Translation. 


‘A work which was greatly wanted, and which will give the author no mean place 
aoe the Biblical expositors of his country and ray bette for in it he has cast con- 
siderable light on one of the obecurest portions of "s Word.'—Journal of Sacred 





i. 
‘In Demy 8vo, price 10s. 6d., Second Edition, 


PROPHECY, Viewed in its Distinctive Nature, its Special 
Functions, and Proper Interpretation. 


‘We would express our conviction that if ever this state of things is to end, and the 
Church is blest with the dawn of a purer and pad Sage day, it will be through the sober 
and well-considered efforts-of such a man as Dr. Fairbairn, and through the general 
acceptance of some such principles as are laid down for our guidance in this book.’— 
Christian Advocate. 





In Demy 8vo, price 10s. 6d., 


HERMENEUTICAL MANUAL; or, Introduction to the 
Exegetical Study of the Scriptures of the New Testament. 


‘Dr. Fairbairn has precisely the training which would enable him to give a fresh and 
suggestive book on Hermeneutics. Without going into any tedious detail, it presents the 
points that are im t to a student. There is a breadth of view, a clearness and 
manliness of thought, and a ripeness of learning, which make the work one of 
freshness and interest. I consider it a:very valuable addition to every student's library.” 
—Rev. Dr. Moorg, Atthor of the able Commentary on ‘ The Prophets of the Restoration.’ 





In Demy 8vo, price 10s. 6d., 


THE REVELATION OF LAW IN SCRIPTURE, considered 
with respect both to its own Nature and to its relative Place in Succes- 
sive Dispensations. (The Third Series of the ‘Cunningham Lectures.’) 

‘Dr. Fairbairn is well known as a learned and painstaking writer, and these lectures 
sob Laat are — De and ee ae alpen ae hier of a man who is a laborious 
student of the Bible, and pa ers wi t they can learn something from 

him.’— Guardian. . q 

‘The tone and spirit of this volume are admirable. The lectures are carefully elabo- 
rated, the arguments and scriptural illustrations seem to have passed each one under the 
author’s scrutiny; so that, besides unity ee in the lectures as a whole, we mark 


the eonscientiousness that has sought to verify each separate statement. . . . Itis an 
vxcullent book.’—Nonconformist. 








T. and T. Clark's Publications. 


— 


WORKS BY THE LATE WILLIAM CUNNINGHAM, 0.D., 


PRINCIPAL AND PROFESSOR OF CHURCH HISTORY, NEW COLLEGE, EDINBURGH. 


ComPLETE mnt Four Vo.Lumes 8vo, Price £2, 2s. 


In Two Volames, demy Svo, price 21s., Second Edition, 


HISTORICAL THEOLOGY: 
A BEVIEW OF THE PRINCIPAL DOCTRINAL DISCUSSIONS IN THE 
OHRISTIAN CHURCH SINCE THE APOSTOLIO AGE. 


sai ai See ee ee ee ’ Creed; 4. The 
Fathers Heresies of the Apostolical Age; 6. The Fathers of the 
Sécond and Third Genturiee, 7; The Oharch of the Scooad and Third Centuries 
8. The Constitution of the Chixah ; 9. The Doctrine of the Trinity; 10. The Person 
of Ohrist; 11. The Pelagian Controversy ; 12. Worship of Saints and 
18. The Civil and Ecclesiastical Authorities; 14. The Scholastic T ; 15. he 
Canon Law; 16. Witnesses for the Truth during Middle 3 17. he Church 
at the Reformation; 18 The Oouneil of Trent; 19. The Doctrine of the Fall; 

20. Doctrine of the Will; 21, Justis Justification ; 22. The Sacramental Principle; 28. The 
Socinian Controversy octrine of the Atonement; 26. The Arminian Con- 
troversy ; 26. Church t; 27. 27. The Erastian Controversy. 


In deny 8vo (694 pages), price 10s. 64., Second Edition, 
THE REFORMERS AND THE THEOLOGY 


OF THE REFORMATION. 


Cmaps peeks teehee 2. Luther; 8 The Reformers and the Doctrine 
Perinatal i pe ey-pbte and the Theology be the Church of England; 5. 

sod the D pace oe. 0) une eecemene 6 coun Carns 7. Calvin an Beza ; 8 Oal 
ism and 9. Calvinism and the Doctrine of Philosophical Necessity ; : 
10. Culviniom and ti 'Proctioal Application 11. The Reformers and the Lessons 

m History 

‘This volume is a most magnificen t vindication of the Reformation, in both its men 
me ne ae eee emieereey: 


In Gne Volume, demy 8 8vo, price 10s, 6d, 


DISCUSSIONS ON CHURCH PRINCIPLES: 
POPISH, cine AND PRESBYTERIAN. 


ail Polk of br ena = tthe 7 ioe panes of si Ponds & The 

em vere e Ope 5 

Libetise of the Gailican Ob pe a Gupremacy es in Guarch of England; 
7 Halsline betaces Cher baal 6 Sua nfeasion on Relation 


between Church and State; 9. Church Paver: 10. sotminsier Oo of the Free Church ; 
11. The Bights of the Christian People; 12%. The Principle of Non-Intrusion ; : 
18. Patronage and Popular Election. . 


In Demy 8vo, price 9s., 

SERMONS, FROM 1828 TO 1860. 
BY THE LATE WILLIAM OUNNINGHAM, D.D., 
PRINCIPAL AND PROFESSOR OF CHURCH HISTORY, NEW COLLEGE, EDINBURGH. 
With Photograph. 

Edited, with a Preface, by Rev. J. J. Boxar, Greenock. 


‘We can honestly recommend these sermons of the late gifted Professor as well worthy 
of thoughtful perusal by students and preachers. They will be found highly su ive: 
end if not remarkable for elaborate pollsh, yet they will furnish many examples of vigor- 
ous and forceful expression of the truth. — Watchmun. 








T. and T. Clark's Publications. | 





p Just published, in One Thick Volume, prive Ps., | 
Biblico-Theological Lexicon of New Testament Greek. By 
HERMANN CREMER, Professor of Theology in the University ef Greifswald. | 
Translated from the German by D. W. Simon, Ph.D., and WILLIAM | 
Urwicn, M.A. 
This work ee in rises such words ag have their ordinary classical meaning . 
changed or modifred in Scripture, tracing their history in their transference | 
from the Classies into the Septuagint, and thence into the New Testament, and |, 
the ual deepening and elevation of their meaning till they reach the fulness 
of New Testament thought. 
‘A close inspeetion of many of the terms which are: representative of the 
doctrines of the New Testament enables us to offer the assurance that Professor 
*s Lexicon may both safely, and with high advantage, be employed by students 
of theology for the formation of their doctrinal views, as well as for the other and more 


‘common uses of a New Testament Dictionary. .. . The article expan, oooupying eight 
pages, furnishes an example of the critical ability and exhs#ustive research by which this 
iblical Lexicon is distinguished.'— Record. 


In One Volume, 8vo, price 15s., 

A. Treatise on the Grammar of New Testament Greek, re- 
coe a the Basis of New Testament Exegesis. Translated from the 
, With large Additions and full Indices, by Rev. W. F. Mouton. 
M.A., Classieal Tutor, Wesleyan Theological College, Richmond, and one of 

the New Testament Translation Revisers. 
* Phis is the standard clacsioal work on the Grammar of the New Testament, and it is 
of course indispensabie to every one who would prosecute Hesonyans 4 the eritical study 
of the most important portion of the inapired record.'—Dritish and Foreign Evangelical 


‘We gladly welcome the appearanee of Winer's great work in an En lish translation, 
and most strongly se sates it to all who wish to attain to a sound and accurate know- 
ledge of the language of the New Testament. We need not say it is the Grammar of the 
New Testament. It is not only superior to all others, but so superior as to be by common 
conesat the one work of reference on the subject. No other could be mentioned with it.” 

'— Literary Churchutan. 

In Crown 8vo, 


: ’ rice 6s, 

The Metaphysic of Ethics. By {mmanuel Kant. Translated 
by J. W. Sempie, Advocate. Third Edition. Edited by H. CALDERWOOD, 
D.D., Professor of Moral Philosophy, University 'of Edinburgh. 

‘A translation of Kant into intelligible English may be supposed to be ae difficult as a 
translation of Carlyle into Ciceronian Latin. But Mr. Sempie’s translation has been 
accepted by echolare as a rpal suecess, Some real knowledge of Kant is indi in 
order to comprehension of the learned thought of our time, and becguse etady of 
Kant is, on the whole, the best preliminary discipline for independent study of philo- 
sophy proper, as distinguished from mere ecience.’—Contemporary Review. 

In Two Volumes 8vo, price 21s, 


e e o e 9 
A History of Christian Doctrine. By W.G. Shedd, Professor | 
of ‘Theology, Union College, New York. 

‘The high reputation of Dr. Shedd will be increased by this remarkable work. The 
style is lucid and penetrating. No one can master these volumes without being quickened 
and strengthened, '— ican Theological Review. | 

* We do not hesitate to pronounce the work a t improvement om anything we have 
had before. To the young student it will be valueble as a guide to his critical reading, 
and to the literary men it will be indispensable as a book of reference.’—Diblicotheca 

| 
i] 


; ease In Two Volames, Sve, fan, 21s 

The Christian Doctrine of Sin. By Julius Muller,D.D. Trans- 
lated from the Fifth German Edition by Rev. W. Urwick, M.A. 

‘This work, majestic in ite conception and thorough in ite execution, las long been 
very influential in German theology, and we welcome this new and admirable trans— 
lation." Thoee who take the pains to master it will find it a noble attempt to reconcile 
the highest effort of speculation in the pursuit of theological truth with the most reverent 
acceptance of the infallible determination of Scripture. In Germany it bas been for 
many years a notable obstructive to the spread of vital error, and a for distracted 
minds. —London Quarterly Review. 


~~ a 








T. and T. Clark's Publications. 





In One Volume, Demy 8vo, price 10s. 6d., 


The Doetrine of the Atonement, as Taught by the Apostles ; 
or, The Sayings of the Apostles Exegetically Expounded. With iatorical 
Appendix. By Rew Professor SMEATON. 


BY THD SAME AUTHOR. 
In Qne Volume, Demy 8yvo0, Second Edition, price 10s, €d., 


The Doctrine of the Atonement, as Taught by Christ Himself; 
7 The Sayings of Jesus on the Atonement Exegetically Expounded and 
lassified. | 

‘The plan of the work is admirable, A monograph and exegesis of our Lord's own 

sayings on this Props of subjects regarding Himself must needs be valuable to all 

theologians, And the execution is thorough and painstaking—exhaustive, as far as the 
completeness of range over these subjects is concerned.'—Contemporary Review. 

In One Volume, Crown 8vo, price ds. 6d., Sixth Edition, 


The Suffering Saviour; or, Meditations on the Last Days of. 
the Sufferings of Christ. By Dr. F. W. KRUMMACHER. 
‘We give it preference to everything hitherto produeed by the gifted and devoted 
author. It is divinity of the most thoroughly evangelical description, Truth and tender- 
ness have seldom been so successfully combined.’—Christian Wetness. 


In One Volume, Crown 8vo, price 7s. 6d., Sixth Edition, 

Christ’s Second Coming: Will it be Pre-Millennial? By 
Davip Brown, ‘B.D. 

‘ This is, in our judgment, one of the most able, comprehensive, and conelusive of the 
numerous works which the millenarian controversy has called forth.’— Watohman. 

In One Volume, Crown 8v0, price 5s., Third Edition, 

Light from the Cross: Sermons on the Passion of our Lord. 
Translated from the German of A. TuoLvcKk, D.D., Professor of Theology 
in the University of Halle. 

‘ With no ordinary confidence and pleasure, we commend these most noble, solemnising, 
and touching discourses.’—British and Foreign Evangelical Review. 

In One Volume, Crown 8vo, price 4s, 64., ; 

The Problem of Evil. By Ernest Naville, late Professor of 
Phil y, University of Geneva. 

‘This most difficult subject is handled with a ated and mastery as rare as delightful, i 
and with a sdbstantial orthedoxy not always to be looked far under philosophical forms 
and methods, The book is of remarkable weight and power. ... We give it our warmest 
recommendation.'—Literary Churchman. 


a In Demy 8vo, price 10s. 6d, 

The Training of the Twelve; or, Exposition of Passages in 
the Gospels exhibiting the Twelve Disciples.of Jesus under Discipline for 
the Aposfleship.. By Rev. A. B. Bruce. 

‘This volume is exceedingly good. It is vot a series of essays an the methods by 
which the Divine Redeemer combated His disdiples’ errors, trained them to faith in 
Himself, and prepared them to ‘become His Apostles to ‘the ends of the earth. It is 
rather a collection of discourses on the words of our Lord, as Wlustrating the-events of 
His life, and unfolding the purposes of His death. ‘No province of theological literature 
is already richer than this, But Mr. Bruce's valume is a weleome addition, bringing not 
much that is new, but a good .deal that is freat#ly said, and said by am unmistakeably true 
man.’—London Quarterly Review. 

: In One Volume, Third Edition, Crown 8va, price 6s., 7 : 

The Tripartite Nature of Man, Spirit, Soul, and Body, applied 

‘to trate and Explain the Doctrmes of Original Sin, the New Birth, 
the Disembodied State, and the Spiritual Body. By Rev. J. B. Hearp, M.A. 
With an Appendix on the Fatherhood of God. 


‘The author has got a striking and consistent theory. Whether agreeing or disagree- 
ing with that theory, it is a book which any student of the Bible may read with pleasure.’ 





ZT. and 7. Clark's Publications. 





In One Volume, Crown 8vo, price 4s. 64., 


| 

The Words of the New Testament. As altered by Trans | 
mission, and ascertained by Modern Criticism. For Popular Ue. By W. 

MiLuican, D.D., Professor of Divinity and Biblical Criticiam, Aberdeen, | 

and ALEXANDER Roserts, D.D., Professor of Humanity, St. Andrews. | 

| 

| 


‘ This is eminently a book for the times’ We read continually that a revision of our 
English New Testament is in eas; but very few persons have an idea of what is 
really doing in the matter, or why. The volume before us will tell them all they need 
to know till the Revision is complete and the work speaks for itself. . . . We trust 
this very seasonable and sensible little work may have a wide circulation. —Watchuan. | 

‘It was a bappy thought of Drs. Milligan and Roberts to summarize, for populer infor- 
mation, the results of the dealing of modern criticiem with the text of the New Testament. | 
It was a design that only scholars could execute satisfactorily, and the way in which the | 
authors have executed it is a pleasing testimony to their complete acquaintance with the 
Ne eae Review. | 

‘The book aepere sound, accurate scholarship, and great familiarity with the subjec 

‘of the Greek New Testament. It is alse characterized by a calm and reverential spirit, 
loyal to the truth, and loving the Bible as being the Scriptures of Truth.'—Church Bells. 

‘A popular treatment of Biblical textual criticism was a desideratum, and Professors 
Milligan and Roberts have done this work so well, that henceforth it will be disgraceful 
for any man professing to believe in the inspiration of the New Testament, and remaining 
ignorant of the processes by which scholars attempt to determine what were the exact 
words used by New Testament writers.’ 

‘By this volume many an ordinary reader will feel that a noble and inviting subject 
has been discovered to him, and will be led to take an intelligent interest in sacred 
criticism, and in the labours of those who devote themselves to its development.’— 
Weekly Review. 

In Two Volumes, Crown 8vo, price 12s. 6d., 
| 


Christian Ethics. Translated from the German of Dr. Adolph 
WoTtTkE, late Professor of Theology in Halle. Vol. 1. History of Ethics ; 
Vol. II. Pure Ethics. 


‘Wuttke’s Ethics should have a place in every pastor's library.’—Dr. Hengstenberg. 
‘We have ourselves read this treatise on Chistian Ethics with deep interest and 


admiration, and canvot too strongly express our artery to the translator and publishers 
for placing it within the reach of all students of theology. We trust it may be widely 
and studied.’— Wesleyan Methodist Magazine. 
‘We heartily and strongly commend the work, as supplying, in an extremely interest- 
ing and scientific form, such a treatment of the subject of Christian Ethics as we do not 


possess in the whole range of English Theological Literature.’—Preabyteri | 
In One Volume, Crown 8vo, price 8a. 6d, | 


The Subject of Missions considered under three New cts: 
The Church and Missions; the Representation of the Science of ions 
at the Universities; Commerce and the Church. Translated from the 
German of Carl H. C. Piatra, by L. Krrgpatricx. With a Prefatory 
Note by the Rev. Dr. Durr. 

‘Written in a fine spirit, and full of thought and many valuable hints.’—Nonconformist. 


‘ These topics are discussed with acuteness, freshness, and Lae Watchman. 
‘Such a work is entitled to a welcome in this country, and all the more that it is well 


worth reading.'—Free Church 


In One Volame, Demy 8vo, price 9s., 


The Old Catholic Church ; or, The History, Doctrine, Worship, 
and Polity of the Christians, traced from the Apostolic Age to the Esta | 
lishment of the Pope as a Temporal Sovereign, a.p. 755. By W. D. 
Kitien, D.D., Belfast. | 

‘ An extraordinary amount of: information has been condensed into 400 pages by the 
author, re he has succeeded in keeping his book lively and interesting. . . . The 
author shows that be has read thoroughly and widely, and he gives the results of his | 
investigation in a form in which they are readily accessible.’'— Record. | 








MEYER, Heinrich August 531 
Wilhelm M614 


Critical and exegetical v.4 
handbook to the Epistle 1873 
to the Romans. pt.2 











T?, wa ~~ — ° - —— a” ae a , a nla a a ® 
> - 7 - , oa * s,. ek ofl 
ned a Te a > = ‘ —_ B J é : ~~ —_ . —_ . — al * a * ol a —— = ¢ . I 7 To 
- _ re. = ~~ > ied aos = -_—— > ~ — » . Se it. * 
eee allie eo ee ee ay oa =“ Po . £ r -,. 7 —— Sa a 
~~ . a a —_ aA hy oer ~ 4) - 
- ’ 4 
f at ae t fea +4 
e * i a ——— eS a $ SS 2D hs ne) 9 ee ‘ @ 4 ‘ 4 
a a ~~ - r LOPE ee ~ a 4 rr , 
* — * =, , e « ~*~ s ye a 
. na ; sa a nis . ' ° 
- La a ‘ Par en. { 
j . Sa 4 ; ‘ - 4 > \ » } 
~ ' ' ~ af 
A -) ee? . Ea ™ ; + 4 ’ P 
as . : : , ———— hb ; ; 
. . ™ . < 5 é 
oT a — ‘ 7 . ’ 
= ¥: . Cc is =- “<a v 
> ‘ ’ ’ ” j 
: % - , a , ‘ od 
| a \! , . o Pi 
~ * aad ’ * < 4 : 
ih ~~ & 7 i “ -- * i“ rf a 
- ‘ he >* ‘ " * J 4 i! 
ee oe : - a Ri ae =~ . 
? A ; * ; ' 
: ‘ ° i 
‘ 4 . | Ha = 
9 wy 
‘ Peri 
r “ 
1 
? ¢ ..* ‘ 
. . 
: 
ai: & : : 
afm 
hh wit L. ‘ 
; ¥ , fees 7 ‘fF 
tus ate A 
5 : > 
“) a 










J 
~ 
* — ; 7 fe 
« sik Fe 
oa ay : \. : ¥ 
“tae . +S. J « 
wil: ; '7 
= ——) - 
ie er ‘ uf. ‘ 
We A ga as 
: »' = - ’ 
>. 5% - *<" ‘ 4 
a RTs Se * ; 
s ~ oo >. 
| eae b ‘ed J | 
a ~ - ° 7 > “ ; { 4 
= = ~, * 24 ** 4 ‘/ \e ibe! As | e 
bd ¥ ——s . = VFR 5 RO Seo ‘S472 ae yee ae Sif wt I ' 8 
| : ee ~ a s CT ee ay 54 
4 The rok. > oo : on | a wis ¥ ." OF 
Sy Ges nas: bY eerecinighe Pe) ep 
L: yy Cs x Boe, ; 
o _ ~ . as * 
4 


Pa 


iid 


7 30 







Pale 
ig 
Eee ee 
oo 

= >”, ey 

im =) 
















Perey -r— 





er ee ee eee yee eee 








































° 
cu 2 tset. SX 3 
=i? i* Prd p 
I “ra SS rs .> 
a? vate Pt 
-~ ao ¢ pau S 4 4. 
5, bien Pigg = 7 
Sie TS a eB 
eS on ee. i 
2 . ery “ee 
eee et et A 7 / 
<a t .* - Re, “it 8 wat “> . : : 
$78 % 5A. te PA Pee ee Ate, a 
uaa o> Ss ey Yr jo is Lip eos < * } 
s ~— ee os ' « he 
=, a a ee *— Sasha ae > me BS at i, : 
Stik Heo ae ee ee ae ee ae Uy Pa 4 
7~ ' S- on SS ie 8 Ae es te te niet ‘ 
$5 eee LE na a BSS | 
+ 3 <z Aa rep® ~ pt aee 2 ea a P~is) . - i . 4 ! 
29 2 ee SO oe ative 
FS 2 oss a hang i: J ; 
7; re . a PS he = r | 
PS Sle goat ene vest 
oe sa ee . . 
= 7“ ; 
. Pe a . 
3 —* = 
% - ex . 
host Aza = a 4 hs 4 
a lT three fos . 
Ta tS ee a . 
hn oe BAA H 
7 =< é nish 
ee yo oth) ' 
2 i —— ie) i 
Sea a ant 
2 ae 
ae a . ; 
=a = 






a 


« 
+ 






reat SS tas 
Noe ehe oh 
TAS =e 
cee Skt x 


Sis 








> were 





"> 


sy 


+y ee! 


ss 
party 
~ 


ry 


